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The main purpose of this study is to re-examine Indonesian English as 
Indonesian’s new variety through the observation of non-standard 
morphosyntactic and discourse features within a self-built corpus as the data 
source. This study employs a small-sized, self-built corpus composed of a 
collection of Tweets from 12 Twitter users, or handlers as this study refers to. 
These handlers were selected using non-probability sampling strategy to 
purposely collect Indonesian Twitter users who often use English when writing 
their Tweets. The Tweets were then scrapped using an automated software and 
filtered which amounts to 10,779 words. Percillier’s (2016b) study was used as 
the main reference to help analyze and observe the data, which then grouped 
into three main non-standard features of Indonesian English: non-standard 
morphological, syntactic, and discourse features. 
The findings showed that several strategies were observed within the main 
non-standard features. The non-standard morphological features include non-
standard plural marking, tense marking, and word class/verb forms strategies. 
The non-standard syntactic features contained non-standard word choice and 
deletion strategy. The non-standard discourse features covered discourse 
particles and code-switching/code-mixing strategies from and to Indonesian. The 
influence of substrate language and several SLA processes affect the handlers to 
exhibit such strategies when writing the Tweets. Most of the features observed in 
the Twitter corpus also correlate with the ones featured in Percillier’s (2016b) 
study, for example the high frequency of missing plural marking and implicit 
plurality. Some of the features attested in this study were also observed to be the 
cases of other non-native varieties of English, for instance the fact that both 
Indonesian and Korean English favor the deletion of first-person singular I as the 
subject (N=34 and N=79 respectively) (Rüdiger, 2019). 
To sum up, the findings acknowledge the existence of various non-standard 
morphosyntactic and discourse features of Indonesian English variety. Using a 
larger set of data, this study can also be accounted as an extension of Aziz’s 
(2003) work where it lacks substantial quantitative data to back up the argument 
that Indonesian English variety exists and cannot be equated with Bahasa Gaul, 
Bahasa Gado-gado, and Indoglish. This study also wants to highlight that a 
“standardized” Indonesian English is more likely to be “non-standard” instead, 
since its use prevails distinct and distinguishable features from the ones 
performed in standard English.  Many factors, especially concerning the prejudice 
surrounding the non-native variety of English, contribute to the absence of the so-
called “standard” Indonesian English variety. On the other hand, should the focus 
be geared towards the influence of substrate language and SLA processes, the 
Indonesian English variety can be expanded further without having to force it to 
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Tujuan utama dari studi ini adalah untuk membahas kembali variasi bahasa 
Indonesian English sebagai variasi bahasa baru di Indonesia melalui observasi 
fitur morfosintaksis dan diskursus yang tidak baku di dalam korpus sebagai 
sumber data utama. Studi ini menggunakan korpus berukuran kecil dan disusun 
sendiri oleh peneliti yang berisi kumpulan Tweets dari 12 pengguna Twitter, atau 
handler. Handlers dipilih menggunakan strategi pengambilan sampel non-
probabilitas untuk memilih pengguna Twitter asli Indonesia yang sering 
menggunakan bahasa Inggris dalam Tweet mereka. Kumpulan Tweet ini diambil 
menggunakan sebuah perangkat lunak otomatis dan difilter secara manual, 
menghasilkan korpus berukuran 10,779 kata. Penelitian dari Percillier (2016b) 
digunakan sebagai acuan utama untuk membantu menganalisis data, yang 
kemudian dibagi menjadi 3 fitur bahasa Indonesian English yang tidak baku, 
yaitu: fitur morfologis, sintaksis, wacana yang tidak baku. 
Temuan menunjukkan adanya strategi bahasa tidak baku yang lainnya di 
dalam tiga fitur bahasa tersebut. Fitur morfologis meliputi penanda tidak baku 
jamak, tense, dan kelas kata/bentuk kata kerja. Fitur sintaksis meliputi strategi 
tidak baku pemilihan data dan penghilangan kata. Fitur wacana meliputi 
penggunaan partikel wacana dan strategi campur dan alih kode menggunakan 
bahasa Indonesia. Bahasa substrat dan beberapa proses SLA (second language 
acquisition) adalah dua pengaruh kebahasaan yang memengaruhi seorang 
handler ketika menggunakan strategi tersebut dalam Tweet mereka. Beberapa 
fitur yang dijabarkan di dalam studi Percillier (2016b) juga ditemukan di dalam 
studi ini, contohnya penanda jamak yang hilang dari kata benda dan konsep 
jamak implisit (implicit plurality) yang memiliki frekuensi tinggi di kedua studi. 
Fitur-fitur lain dari Indonesian English juga ditemukan di beberapa variasi bahasa 
Inggris di negara lain, seperti contohnya hilangnya kata ganti orang pertama 
tunggal I (saya) sebagai subyek di variasi bahasa Indonesian English dan 
Korean English (N=34 dan N=79 berurutan) (Rüdiger, 2019). 
Hasil temuan menjawab pertanyaan tentang apakah memang ada fitur-fitur 
morfosintaksis dan wacana tidak baku sebagai karakteristik dari variasi bahasa 
Indonesian English. Dengan menggunakan data yang lebih besar, studi ini bisa 
dikatakan sebagai sambungan dari studi Aziz (2003) yang minim bukti kuat 
adanya variasi bahasa Indonesian English, di mana variasi bahasa ini tidak bisa 
disatukan dengan variasi bahasa informal lainnya seperti Bahasa Gaul, Bahasa 
Gado-gado, dan Indoglish. Studi ini juga ingin membuktikan bahwa tidak ada 
variasi Indonesian English yang terstandarisasi karena faktor-faktor kebahasaan 
yang melingkupi variasi Indonesian English itu sendiri. Meskipun begitu, jika 
fokus penelitian dialihkan pada pengaruh bahasa substrat dan proses SLA, 
variasi bahasa Indonesian English bisa diobservasi lebih luas tanpa harus 
menjadikannya variasi bahasa yang baku. 
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This chapter covers the background of the study where it discusses several 
issues in the heart of World Englishes scholarship, which covers the 
establishment of the expanding circle Englishes that have been long overlooked 
and under examined in several countries, including Indonesia, as the key 
background of this study. Research questions and their respective objectives are 
detailed in the following sub-chapters accordingly. Scopes and limitations of the 
study follow to specify the focuses of this study which are kept within bounds to 
avoid any overwhelming analyses. To conclude, the significance of this study, 
both theoretically and practically, are described in a way to encourage further 
researchers to investigate the English variety of Indonesia to help expand its 
recognition within the World Englishes academia.  
1.1 Background of the Study 
For decades, English has profoundly proven its prominence by continuing to 
be one of the most used and spoken languages in various international domains. 
Over the last 20 years, English has become the language of global expansions 
including business and trade, tourism, pop culture, mass media, education, and 
perhaps the most influential, the Internet, which one way or another greatly 
affects the raise of English speakers worldwide (Bolton, Botha, & Kirkpatrick, 
2020; Kirkpatrick & Sussex, 2012; Lawrence, 2012; Low & Ao, 2018; Rüdiger, 
2019, among many). It was recorded in 2019 that English surpasses Mandarin 
Chinese, Hindi, Spanish, and French, with more than 1.20 billion speakers 




with the claim that English has become “…a language spreading so extensively 
throughout the global population” (Seargeant, 2008, p. 217), where it is not only 
spoken natively but also as either a second or foreign language of the non-native 
speakers outside the perimeter of English-speaking countries. Consequently, the 
exhaustive use of English within the global domains leads to the birth of the many 
varieties of English as a result of direct or indirect contact with substrate 
languages. With this consideration in mind, this study aims to take a closer look 
at the English variety used in Indonesia, where despite being acknowledged as a 
foreign language, moreover with a history of public use restriction (Percillier, 
2016b), has a fair amount of influence in the development of Indonesian’s 
linguistic repertoire.  
In the 1980s, Kachru constructed the infamous three concentric circles that 
categorize how English develops in certain groups of countries in possession of 
similar characteristics: Inner Circle, Outer Circle, and Expanding Circle. The 
inner-circle varieties, or the standards of English, emerge in the scope of native 
speakers from the UK, USA, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand; meanwhile, 
the outer circle ones, or the “nativized varieties” are spoken in post-colonial 
countries which value English as the second language, such as Singapore, 
Malay, India, and the Philippines (Holmes, 2013; Low & Ao, 2018). The varieties 
in Indonesia and other countries such as China, Japan, Russia, and South Korea 
which also regard English as their foreign language are labeled as expanding 
circles (Holmes, 2013; Rüdiger, 2014, 2019). Unlike the former two varieties, the 
expanding circle varieties have a long tradition of being “defective” due to its 
illegitimate forms, in which linguistic creativity is often misunderstood as “bad” or 
“broken English” (Lawrence, 2012; McPhail, 2018; Rüdiger, 2019). Therefore, the 
pivotal coverage of World Englishes has focused more on the varieties spoken in 




less on the ones outside the criteria where English dominates only a few sectors 
related to international relations and is acquired through educational institutions  
(Lauder, 2008; Low & Ao, 2018; Lowenberg, 1991; Rüdiger, 2019). Standing on 
the same line of viewpoint, this study reflects on Rüdiger’s perspective (2019, p. 
2) regarding the importance of delving into what once was considered errors and 
re-examining it as a matter of language creativity instead:  
“Knowing about the form of English in a society where English has an 
immense influence on daily life and thought, despite a lack of official 
status, will provide important insight into the global variation of English 
which is not only relevant to linguists but also policymakers. Most 
importantly, the study of the forms of English … has a shaping influence 
on the discursive space which quite naturally surrounds non-native and 
non-(post) colonial varieties of English and provides such labels as 
‘illegitimate’ and ‘incorrect’.” (emphasis added) 
 
Owing to the aforementioned factors affecting the continuous influx of non-
native speakers of English in both the outer and expanding circle countries, 
especially in Asia, researchers have been eager to examine the form of 
language varieties invented in a community where English is acknowledged as 
“foreign” or “additional” (Kirkpatrick & Sussex, 2012; Lauder, 2008; Rüdiger, 
2019). Albeit not entirely, Kirkpatrick and Sussex (2012) believe that the new 
empirical intrusion is instigated by reconceptualizing Kachru’s three concentric 
circles through corpus studies and different impressions on the varieties of 
English, and therefore addresses the issues of their legitimacy after previously 
judged for being strayed away from the standards delineated by the inner circle 
varieties, such as British English, American English, and Australian English 
(Rüdiger, 2019). Pieces of research concerning this issue are scarce and still 
very much overlooked, especially when the local varieties of English are not 
officially regulated (Botha & Bernaisch, 2020; Lauder, 2008; Low & Ao, 2018) 
and only a small population of speakers get the privilege of language exposure 




varieties benefit the honorable title of New Englishes or Asian Englishes, which 
leads to either numerous pieces of research specialized on the field (Ansaldo, 
2009; Buschfeld & Kautzsch, 2017; Mesthrie & Bhatt, 2008; Sharma, 2009, 
among many), or the lack of scientific approach towards the other Asian 
Englishes, especially within the perimeter of the expanding circle in Asia 
(Botha & Bernaisch, 2020; Lauder, 2008; Rüdiger, 2019). Ansaldo (2009, p. 
11), however, states that Asian English varieties (AEVs) do not only comprise 
of outer circle varieties alone but also “…instances of English L2/L3 
transmitted informally within a linguistically diverse ecology”. This statement 
discloses both the outer circle and expanding circle varieties of English across 
the continent of Asia under the study of language change. Yet it does not 
change the fact that there is an overlapping quantity of research focusing on 
the already-established varieties of English, Indian and Singaporean English, 
for instances.  
It is necessary to include the previously mentioned works dedicated to 
English in Korea, Japan, and China, as they are among the many expanding 
circle varieties which have shown rapid progress in defining the interlanguage 
phenomenon by the number of reference works found in Asian academia 
(Bolton, Botha, & Zhang, 2020; Jenks & Lee, 2017; Lawrence, 2012; Lee & 
Warren Green, 2016; Rüdiger, 2019; Seargeant, 2020; Stanlaw, 2004; Xu et 
al., 2017, among many). In the case of South Korea and Japan, it is observed 
that both countries share a few common factors which affect the linguistic 
repertoires, such as the absence of the British Empire or the U.S. colonization, 
the preservation of national language, and the geographic location (McPhail, 
2018; Rüdiger, 2018, p. 187; Stanlaw, 2004). With those in mind, the 
framework used in Japanese English studies can also be applied to the Korean 




(2018) concerning the language attitudes of Koreans towards the use of 
English loanwords. Regardless the monolingualism principle that the three 
countries adhere to, which in one way or another influences their respective 
language policy (Kirkpatrick & Liddicoat, 2020), English is still highly valued as 
a prestigious language bounds to globalization and its spreading in China, 
specifically, would greatly impact how it develops in non-native communities 
(Graddol, 2006; Kirkpatrick & Sussex, 2012). Therefore, it cannot be 
overlooked that the development of English usage in these three countries has 
shown a rapid increase across various domains and eventually will remain so 
despite its foreign status and usage restriction.  
Though not as distinctly and neatly documented as the outer circle 
counterparts, there have been allotted observations of Korean, Japanese, and 
Chinese English, which go without saying that they are a lot more comprehensive 
than the ones in Indonesia, which will be discussed in a bit. A collective self-
made corpus study by Rüdiger from 2014-2019 is probably one of the most 
extensive compiled pieces of research focusing on Korean English, ranging from 
the sociohistorical aspect of English in Korea to the morphosyntactic features of 
spoken Korean English (2014, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019; 2017). With the case of 
Japanese English, which has invited a lot of scholars to do thorough 
investigations into the proliferative use of English in Modern Japanese dictionary 
(Hatanaka & Pannell, 2016; Irwin, 2011; Seargeant, 2020), Stanlaw (2004, p. 2) 
posits in his book that without the presence of English-derived loanwords, 
“Japanese today cannot adequately be spoken”, and that English drives 
“Japanese sociolinguistics and artistic dynamics''. In the case of English in China, 
although a recent study by Xu et al. (2017) suggests that Chinese English is still 
in a developing phase and yet to be conventionalized, following studies 




(2020) have summarized the so-called grammatical and phonological features of 
Chinese English found in related previous studies. Both papers demonstrate that 
the form of Chinese English has been well-researched and established 
systematically, albeit the demanding inquiry regarding its legitimacy as expressed 
by Xu et al. (2017). 
The other expanding circle varieties, however, especially those in the 
Southeast Asia perimeter, are more likely to be overlooked. The present 
researcher’s hypothesis hints at the research preference among the outer 
circle and expanding circle varieties in Southeast Asia nations, which gears 
towards the lack of studies concerning the latter and an influx on the former, a 
competition that the Northeast Asia ones do not conform to. Botha and 
Bernaisch (2020) as well as Gardiner and Deterding (2020) explicitly claim that 
indeed some varieties are yet to be systematically mapped out, including 
English in Indonesia (Lauder, 2020), Taiwan (Kobayashi, 2020), Cambodia 
(Moore & Bounchan, 2020), Laos (Achren & Kittiphanh, 2020), Vietnam 
(Sundkvist & Nguyen, 2020), and Thailand (Pechapan-Hammond, 2020) but it 
has been observed unequivocal that the influence of English has permeated 
into the linguistic repertoires of each nation respectively. The fact that these 
varieties are within the field of expanding circle where English is not eligible to 
become an official or second language also hinders investigations related to 
the question whether it is necessary to distinguish an expanding circle 
variety/variant from the analysis of learner errors (Hundt & Mukherjee, 2011, p. 
3). However, it is very likely that if one of these varieties are about to be 
observed further, there may emerge some overlapping morphosyntactic 
features which lead to homogeneity among the outer and expanding circle 




English (or as many linguists would call it, English as a Foreign Language 
[EFL]) varieties (Botha & Bernaisch, 2020; Gardiner & Deterding, 2020; 
Mukherjee & Hundt, 2011; Percillier, 2016b; Sharma, 2009). This issue will be 
further addressed in the following literature review section. 
The current study aims to re-examine the English variety spoken in 
Indonesia, which unlike other expanding circle countries such as Korean 
English, Japanese English, and Chinese English, is in need of further 
examination. As this study is still preliminary, it limits the scope of research to: 
(1) perceiving the essence of Indonesian English within the domain of World 
Englishes and (2) observing whether it has unique morphosyntactic features 
which can be mapped out systematically through a corpus study, a prominent 
method which has made its name within the World Englishes research 
(Bongartz & Buschfeld, 2011 for English in Cyprus; Gilquin & Granger, 2011 
for English in Europe; Percillier, 2016b for English in Southeast Asia; Rüdiger, 
2019 for English in Korea, among many). Aziz (2003) and Lauder (2008) are 
among the experts who support the idea of Indonesian English, but not until a 
decade later that the issue is trending once more.  Both experts mention that 
the legitimacy of Indonesian English is heavily influenced by the degree of an 
Indonesian’s diverse language exposure, covering not only foreign languages 
and Indonesian, which then are ruled out through the ubiquity of English in 
diverse social contexts and interaction as well as language policy imposed by 
the government (Aziz, 2003; Lauder, 2020). The issue of local languages is 
also taken into account considering the fact that Indonesia is a multilingual and 
multicultural country, where more than 700 local languages are spoken 
nationwide (Badan Pengembangan dan Pembinaan Bahasa, 2019). Unlike 
Lauder (2020) who continued doubting it in his very recent study, Aziz (2003) 




instead, although he encourages further examination to be conducted in the 
presence of substantial data.  
The most recent study conducted by Percillier (2016b) can also be counted 
as the leading work which systematically maps out the English variety of 
Singapore, Malaysia, and Indonesia, except that he uses the terminology 
Indonesian learner English rather than Indonesian English to indicate that 
English is still regarded as a foreign language in Indonesia. Although Percillier 
(2016b) does not exclusively examine the variety of Indonesian learner 
English, the comparison between these three Southeast Asia countries proves 
that there are overlapping features observed from both ESL and EFL varieties, 
and therefore expands the preceding investigation by Aziz (2003) to a 
significant extent.  
However, there seems to be a contrastive gap in the way scholars define 
the variety of English spoken in Indonesia. Ever since the issue of Indonesian 
English comes to the surface, with Rakhmawati et al. (Rakhmawati et al., 
2016) popularizing the variety by abbreviating it as “Indoglish”, it precipitates 
many Indonesian researchers to take interest in observing the phenomenon 
(Inderasari & Oktavia, 2019; Qory’ah et al., 2019; Rakhmawati et al., 2016; 
Saddhono & Rakhmawati, 2016; Saddhono & Sulaksono, 2018; Saputra et al., 
2019; Sedeng & Indrawati, 2019). Despite their focus on its sociolinguistic 
aspect, these studies still spark a question of whether the data presented are 
outright accurate or not, because the leading study deems the phenomenon a 
random occurrence where “it does not follow the rules of either Indonesian or 
English”, though they do notice that Indoglish affects the changes in 
pronunciation, word combinations, word form adjustments, and more 
(Saddhono & Sulaksono, 2018, p. 6). Not to mention that the data presented in 




variety of Indonesian which has hitherto established prominence (Martin- 
(Martin-Anatias, 2018a, 2018b). Compared to the features of Indonesian 
learner English variety observed by Percillier (2016b), which provides 
substantial examples which can be fittingly juxtaposed with other non-native 
varieties of English as well as systematic analysis that improve Aziz’s (2003) 
earlier proposal, the ones defined by these local studies invite many questions 
this study wants to address; namely the nature of Indonesian English, whether 
it has morphosyntactic and discourse features that can be systematically 
mapped out, and how it influences Indonesians’ linguistic repertoire in general.  
Referring to the abundance of World Englishes scholarships, such an issue 
casts doubt on whether the Indoglish variety these local studies refer to can be 
compared to the other non-native English varieties such as Korean and 
Japanese English, and as a result, this leads to whether there is a legitimate 
form of Indonesian English as previously claimed. Hence, as the most 
exhaustive study of Indonesian learner English variety to date, it is important to 
stick to Percillier’s (2016b) observation as the prevalent comparison to the data 
presented in this study later on. Rüdiger’s (2014, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019) 
collective pieces of research also undoubtedly hold a significant influence 
since they appear to have numerous similarities related to the objectives as 
well as the frameworks encompassing the core of this study. Her latest book, 
focusing on the morphosyntactic features of spoken Korean English is the 
closest reference this study can synchronize to, particularly because this study 
also takes on morphosyntax as the fundamental idea to apprehend the 
linguistic phenomenon at hand. Under this consideration, the research 
questions proposed in the book are closely similar to those this study aims to 




Moreover, it has to be addressed that this study obtains instances of 
written discourse as the primary data due to several considerations which will 
be further detailed in the methodology chapter. The data itself is different from 
that of Percillier’s (2016b) and Rudiger’s (2019) studies (both studies utilize 
spoken utterances), which is scraped from a micro-blogging site to retain the 
sense of “informal context” that he claims to be the pivotal environment where 
non-standard features of English can be best observed (Percillier, 2016b). 
Their studies are also taken into account in the process of analyzing the data 
considering the state-of-art observations, compared to other expanding circle 
variety studies in academia. 
Keeping those issues in mind, it is necessary then to evoke the 
establishment of Indonesian English as a variety through a corpus-driven re-
examination as a way to overcome the gaps and provide a clear-cut 
investigation of the existence of Indonesian English in the field of World 
Englishes.  
1.2 Problem of the Study 
Referring to the background of the study, the problem is then formulated:  
How morphosyntactic and discourse features of Indonesian English are identified 
in a written corpus within the domain of informal language use to help re-examine 
Indonesian English as a non-native variety of English. 
1.3 Objective of the Study 
The objective of the study is to identify morphosyntactic and discourse 
features of Indonesian English in a written corpus to help re-examine Indonesian 
English as a non-native variety of English spoken in Indonesia. 




To establish prominence, relevant studies related to expanding circle varieties 
are utilized as conceptual and theoretical backdrops throughout this study, as 
conducted by Rüdiger (2019), Percillier (2016b), Sneddon (2010), and other 
experts specializing in second language/learner varieties of English in particular 
(Biewer, 2011; Bongartz & Buschfeld, 2011; Mukherjee & Hundt, 2011). It has to 
be kept in mind that this project is only able to answer whether there are 
appearances of distinctive morphosyntactic and discourse features which allows 
the researcher to partake in re-examining the emergence of Indonesian English 
as a new variety in Indonesia. At the same time, it also restricts the researcher to 
further discern in what phase Indonesian English currently is as a language 
variety using an integrated approach specialized for investigating non-
postcolonial Englishes, namely Extra- and Intra-territorial Forces (see more 
Buschfeld & Kautzsch, 2017). Evaluation of the macro-sociolinguistic aspects of 
Indonesian English such as the socio-political context, language attitudes, and 
language use need to be elaborately observed further to ascertain the position of 
Indonesian English variety within the field of World Englishes (Bongartz & 
Buschfeld, 2011). It is expected that these issues will be elaborated to a greater 
extent in the future, but for now, establishing the stance of Indonesian English to 
distinguish it from code-mixing and code-switching phenomenon along with its 
morphosyntactic features are far more pressing issues to answer. 
1.5 Significances of the Study 
As expanding circle varieties of English, particularly the one in Indonesia, is 
still either overlooked or in need of re-examination, this study aims to shed light 
on what in actuality is Indonesian English through corpus-based research and 




particular written corpus. Therefore, contributions are aimed to be theoretically 
and practically beneficial for further references.  
This study sets out to distinguish the notion of Indonesian English 
designated by previous local studies from the one suggested by Aziz (2003) and 
Percillier (2016b), which in one way or another, are of two different linguistic 
phenomena. Hence, theoretically, it can contribute to the establishment of 
Indonesian English within the field of World Englishes, although aside from the 
issues raised in this particular study, there will still be others to revisit in the 
future. It also serves as an academic reference should there be other 
researchers interested in partaking in the same concern, because Indonesian 
English is still poorly examined and is still investigated in the light of error 
analysis. As there have emerged other non-native varieties of English, 
particularly those within the expanding circle, which have all been systematically 
observed, this study can be the baseline for future pieces of research to come. It 
is undoubtedly that this project is far from perfect, however, as a preliminary 
study this study humbly aims to enrich the World Englishes scholarship, which is 
lacking the presence of investigations concerning the English variety in 
Indonesia. 
Practically, it is expected that from the exhaustive observation, the variety of 
Indonesian English can be consciously and widely acknowledged by the society 
in general, because although there are active learners of English in Indonesia, 
they are unaware of the distinguishing features carried out in either spoken or 
written discourse which can lead to the birth of Indonesian English (based on a 
rough observation in social media). It is possible that with the completion of this 
study, many Indonesian learners of English can contribute to the realization of 




acceptability of Indonesian English does rely on its speakers to a great extent 
(Aziz, 2003; Percillier, 2016b). 
1.6 Definition of Key Terms 
Language variety:  Language variety is defined as a specific form of a 
language or a cluster. In this study language variety refers to the non-standard 
variety of English spoken in Indonesia or Indonesian English 
Morphosyntactic feature:  Morphosyntactic feature is a feature relevant to 
syntax, which is involved in syntactic agreement or government (Kibort, 2008). In 
this study morphosyntactic feature covers the non-standard morphological 
features, syntactic features, with the addition of discourse features observed in a 
written corpus. 
Corpus:  Corpus is a collection of texts from written and spoken materials 
stored and processed in a computer to observe how a certain language is used. 













This chapter comprises the subchapter containing the overview of the 
pervasiveness of English as the first foreign language in Indonesia and its 
influence in various Indonesian’s colloquial varieties. Together, these focal points 
are significant in encompassing the next subchapter, which revolves around 
today’s current trend of the Indonesian English variety conducted by local and 
foreign researchers, in which both groups have different understanding of what 
an Indonesian English is.  
2.1 English in Indonesia 
As one of the expanding circle members which officially acknowledges 
English as their first foreign language, Indonesia has never used English as the 
pivotal conversing tool on a daily social interaction, but its influence is 
undoubtedly phenomenal and in one way or another has remarkably exceeded 
other foreign languages such as Dutch, Arabic, and Chinese (Lauder, 2008; 
Lowenberg, 1991). A highly valued language and a symbol of modernity at that, 
concomitant with the growing number of middle classes in a metropolitan 
environment popularizing urban lifestyle, the young generation of Indonesia are 
encouraged to take supplementary English courses aside from school to prepare 
themselves for pursuing higher education or career path, as being able to speak, 
write, and read English is the prerequisite skill an individual must have in the era 
of globalization (McPhail, 2018; Rüdiger, 2014, 2019; Sneddon, 2003b). At the 




Indonesian as the national language (Lauder, 2008; Martin-Anatias, 2018b), a 
paradigm similar to that of Korean in the way the people try to preserve their 
respective language from the foreign intervention (McPhail, 2018). This particular 
paradigm, however, has shifted throughout the years due to massive global 
expansion and English has been tolerated as the suitable medium, despite 
restricting English from making public appearances through advertisements, 
public landscapes, and pop cultures in the past (Percillier, 2016b). 
Graddol (2006, p. 9) claims that there is indeed an inextricable relationship 
between English and global development, where “… globalization encouraged 
the spread of English but the spread of English also encouraged globalization”. 
Such a perspective is not only applicable to the outer circle only, but also the 
expanding one, especially Indonesia, which has been affected immensely despite 
the foreign status of English. Kachru and Nelson (2006, p. 13) list shared 
domains across the three circles where English exists and is used alongside local 
languages in either bilingual or multilingual contexts, which has previously been 
brought up in World Englishes studies. What strikes as a surprise is that despite 
its absence in government documents, English in expanding circle nations has 
more or less proven its presence in other functional areas, as can be seen from 
the following Table 2.1. As a result, Indonesia frequently relies on a lot of English 
words to make up for the lack of corresponding equivalences in many domains, 
such as sport, entertainment, popular culture, trade and commerce, business, 
banking, politics, military, science, technology, and computer (Lowenberg, 1991; 
Sneddon, 2003b), in compliance with the list composed by Kachru and Nelson 
(2006). Literature and culture, however, have mostly been drawn on Sanskrit, a 
language that has a remarkable history in reflecting Indonesian principles and 





Table 2. 1 Functional domains of English across the Three Circles, adapted from 
Kachru and Nelson (2006, p. 13) 
Functions Inner Circle Outer Circle Expanding Circle 
Access code + + + 
Advertising + +/- +/- 
Corporate trade + + + 
Development + +/- +/- 
Government  + +/- - 
Linguistic impact + +/- + 
Literary creativity + +/- +/- 
Literary renaissance + + +/- 
News broadcasting + +/- +/- 
Newspapers + +/- +/- 
Scientific higher 
education + + +/- 
Scientific research + + +/- 
Social interaction + +/- +/- 
 
Lowenberg (1991) noticed that when English was first acknowledged as the 
first foreign language in the place of Dutch, only a few community circles, mostly 
the elite groups, had the privilege to be exposed to the language through 
education or working experience overseas. Nowadays, English has started to 
penetrate the Indonesian lifestyle across domains informally in a linguistically 
diverse context, and with the continuous global expansion, English remains a 
constant language filling in Indonesian vocabulary, particularly related to 
contemporary literature, technology, and science (Lauder, 2008, 2020; Manns, 
2010; Smith-Hefner, 2007). It is inevitable to have English assimilated and 
adopted into Indonesian, and it’s not limited to English loanwords alone. Traces 
of ‘localized’ English words and phrases can be found in many Indonesian 
colloquial varieties, which are all popularized by the young generation and are 
exhaustively used in various spoken discourses, mass media, literary works, and 




2020; Smith-Hefner, 2007). Although they have been observed and examined 
thoroughly in studies of Bahasa Gaul (youth language), Bahasa Gado-Gado 
(mixed language), and colloquial Jakartan Indonesia (CJI), a follow-up term 
exists to name the phenomenon as Indonesian English (Saddhono & Sulaksono, 
2018). However, the data presented in the studies of Indonesian colloquial 
varieties—which in one way or another also include the assimilation of English 
words and phrases to the varieties—and the Indonesian English overlaps, and 
that encourages a re-examination to what kind of Indonesian English that can be 
legitimately proven within the field of World Englishes, along the lines of Korean 
and Japanese English studies, for example. The subsequent sections discuss the 
former along with the description of the borrowing process found in the colloquial 
varieties, followed by the current research on Indonesian English, which helps 
distinguish between codeswitching phenomenon in an informal setting and a 
legitimate variety of Indonesian English. 
2.1.1 English in Indonesian Colloquial Varieties 
Before moving on to the colloquial varieties of Indonesian, the distinction 
between Indonesian in the formal and informal setting needs to be carefully 
delineated, especially when it has been observed that Indonesian is a diglossia 
(see more Sneddon, 2003a). The standardized variety of Indonesian (Standard 
Indonesian, abbreviated as SI), the “proper and good” Indonesian, is mostly used 
and campaigned in official government documents and other formal events, 
whilst its informal counterpart is relatively communal and is spoken in many 
diverse social contexts  (Djenar, 2012; Martin-Anatias, 2018a, 2018b; Sneddon, 
2003b). Following Martin-Anatias (2018b), the subsequent paragraphs address 
formal Indonesian and as SI and the other informal varieties as their respective 




Leading up to the language being omnipresent in Indonesian colloquial 
varieties, the presence of English can be first traced through “… deliberate 
corpus planning by official language planning agencies, such as the Pusat 
Pembinaan dan Pengembangan Bahasa, which have been charged with formally 
adopting new terminology for Bahasa Indonesia [Indonesian]” (Lowenberg, 1991, 
p. 131, emphasis added). Successfully-assimilated English borrowings can now 
be accessible in the Indonesian official dictionary, Kamus Besar Bahasa 
Indonesia (KBBI), with English overpowering Dutch and other foreign languages 
(Sneddon, 2003b). There are also occurrences when the English terms won over 
old-fashioned expressions, such as ‘astronomi’ from ‘astronomy’ replacing ‘ilmu 
bintang’ and ‘geografi’ from ‘geography’ replacing ‘ilmu bumi’ (Sneddon, 2003b, 
p. 182).  
Sneddon (2003b) mentions that when adopted to Indonesian repertoire, 
English borrowings have undergone several assimilation processes, such as 
sound changes (when a verb’s first sound is assimilated to prefix meN-, in which 
N- stands for any nasal sounds), semantic shift, changes in word order as well as 
phrasal verbs turn verbs (Sneddon, 2003b), which can be observed from the 
following Table 2.2 (examples from Sneddon, 2003b).  
 
Table 2. 2 Assimilation processes of English loanwords and their examples 
(based on Sneddon, 2003) 
 Category Examples 
1 Nasal sound 
changes 
meN- target -kan ‘menargetkan’ (from English 
‘target’) 
meN- sukses -kan ‘menyukseskan’ (from English 
‘success’) 





lobi (from English ‘lobby’ = informal, often illegal 
discussion among parliamentary internals) 
3 Word order efek domino (from English ‘domino effect’) 
krisis moneter (from English ‘monetary crisis’) 
4 From phrasal 
verbs to verb 
bases 
mem-back up (from English ‘to back up’) 
mem-markup (from English ‘to markup’) 
 
The last category describing how phrasal verbs in English become verbs in 
Indonesia can probably be considered as a follow-up example of the 
‘spontaneous’ borrowings as mentioned by Lowenberg (1991), which is prevalent 
in and popularized through written publications to make up for the shortage of 
Indonesian equivalences to foreign concepts (Lowenberg, 1991; Sneddon, 
2003b). Other cases of ‘spontaneous’ borrowings can also be observed through 
the phenomenon of leksikalisasi timpang, or ‘incompatible lexicalization’ where 
source language (usually a low-prestige language) adopts the signs in target 
language (usually a high-prestige language) to compensate for the lack of closest 
equivalences in the source language (Kadarisman, 2005). Typically, neologisms 
in technology, sciences, and popular culture are within the domains which are 
‘spontaneously’ borrowed, as the nature of neologism itself thwarts Indonesian to 
come up with the exact equivalences to describe the novel concepts. Thus, 
‘printer’, ‘file’, ‘printout’, ‘download’, and ‘upload’, for instances, are generally 
unassimilated or translated when used in both spoken and written discourse, 
although it is observed in Fadillah (in press) that the corresponding lexicalization 
for ‘download’ and ‘upload’, ‘unduh’ and ‘unggah’ respectively, have been added 
in the KBBI IV edition. Interestingly, both Kadarisman  and Sneddon also notice 
that there is a tendency to add Indonesian affixes to these ‘spontaneous’ 




markup’, in which the native terms are typically written in italics and a hyphen to 
separate the hybrid of Indonesian prefix and English terms (Kadarisman, 2005; 
Sneddon, 2003b).  
Lowenberg (1991) asserts that ‘spontaneous’ English borrowings prompts 
Indonesians to expand their language creativity and turn it into an element of 
their unique colloquial slang, or as Manns (2010) and Smith-Hefner (2007) would 
call it, Bahasa Gaul. The hybrid of Indonesian prefix and English words, such as 
didownload ‘di- + download’ and mengupload ‘meN- + upload’, is one of its 
examples, which is currently the norm among the young generation when 
interacting on the Internet to make up for the lack of corresponding lexicalization 
(Fadillah, in press). Others include a semantic shift from English and extension in 
Indonesian, as in the word hunting from English ‘to hunt’ (Smith-Hefner, 2007). 
As stated by Smith-Hefner (2007), hunting is firstly adopted to depict how guys 
like to pursue girls they are attracted to, but nowadays the meaning is expanded 
to going to a specific place with a camera and a sole purpose of taking pictures of 
objects of their interests. There are also occasions where particular English 
phrases invented in Indonesian do not conform to the native standard or retain its 
actual meaning, as that the hybrid itself produces an entirely new concept 
understood by Indonesians alone, as in the phrase Long life education which 
does not exist in the native varieties (Lowenberg, 1991).   
This is particularly similar to the assimilation process of English loanwords in 
Japanese, Korean, and Chinese English summarized by Kent (1999) as it is 
realized that the varieties prompt the existence of pseudo loanwords that leads to 
misinterpretation. Kent (1999, p. 203) asserts that various processes of “… 
shortening, limiting, combining, and extending English terms result in the fact 
that, on most occasions, they are incomprehensible to a native speaker of 




positively argue as “language creativity”, is claimed to be “learner’s 
misinterpretation” by Kent (1999), and thus encourages learners to learn how to 
appropriately use them in specific cross-linguistic discourses.  
Bahasa Gaul exists parallel with other Colloquial Indonesian (CI) varieties 
such as Bahasa prokem, Bahasa bences (homosexual slang), and Jakartan 
Indonesian (JI) and is popularized by the urban population in major cities, 
particularly Jakarta. Acculturation of Indonesian slang composed of regional and 
foreign languages, a mix of English words within this variety is found 
exceptionally ubiquitous within the domain of the Internet and is widely used 
among youngsters who are familiar with computer-mediated communication 
(CMC) (Manns, 2010). It is also omnipresent as a colloquial language in 
magazines, novels, and bulletins designated towards younger generations 
(Smith-Hefner, 2007). Aside from semantic shift and extension, playful words and 
phrases of English adopted in Bahasa Gaul have gone through a rapid 
assimilation process such as adherence to Indonesian sound and writing system 
(‘married’ is written as merit and is pronounced /merɪt/), acronyms (ML for 
‘making love’), blending (ilfil for hilang feeling meaning ‘to lose attraction/feeling 
for someone’ and clipping (sensi from ‘sensitive) (Smith-Hefner, 2007).  
So far, the influence of English in Indonesian linguistic repertoire is 
delineated through the proliferative use of borrowing words and phrases across 
domains and media, but taken together it gears towards code-switching in 
general. As mentioned by Martin-Anatias (2018b, p. 352), in a multilingual 
context, the paradigm of code switching in Indonesia has been generally 
approached with negative attitudes, signaling learner’s incompetence in speaking 
English, antinationalism, Westernisation, and more. Such criticisms are shared 
with other expanding circle varieties as well, particularly in South Korea, 




English loanwords (McPhail, 2018; Rüdiger, 2018). However, with the way 
English maintains its prevalence as one of the prominent languages of the world, 
especially within the developing countries like Indonesia, to avoid English 
blatantly is more likely impossible to do. A different approach is taken to tackle 
this issue and thus, adjacent with Bahasa Gaul, Bahasa Gado-Gado is coined to 
show that code switching can be an alternative to address a bi- or multilingual 
ability “… to transcend socio-cultural boundaries” (Martin-Anatias, 2018b, p. 352) 
(Martin-Anatias, 2018b, p. 352). Bahasa Gado-Gado is refrained solely for the 
combination of Indonesian and English, which distinguish it from other CI 
varieties such as Bahasa Gaul and Colloquial Jakartan Indonesia (CJI), although 
English seems to always appear in all, either assimilated or not (Manns, 2010; 
Martin-Anatias, 2018a; Smith-Hefner, 2007; Sneddon, 2006). An illustration of 
Bahasa Gado-Gado can be identified in the following sentences: 
Aku mengangguk. Wuih, entah kapan terakhir aku makan sarapan seperti 
ini. Di Amerika, sarapan paling-paling, corn flakes dengan susu, atau roti 
bakar, pancake, telur, bacon atau sosis untuk daging (Martin-Anatias, 2018a, 
p. 9). 
[I nodded my head. Well, it’s been a long time since I had this kind of 
breakfast. Back in America, I only had cornflakes with milk, or some toasts, 
pancakes, eggs, bacons, or sausages for the meat replacement.] 
 
Through contemporary literary texts, Martin-Anatias (2018b, 2018a) shows 
that code switching or Bahasa Gado-Gado plays a role in facilitating Indonesian 
multilingual to convey their intimate emotion without unnecessary awkwardness, 
which is a common tradition shared broadly by Indonesian youngsters, especially 
when they also master their respective local languages. In her article, Martin-
Anatias emphasizes those of Javanese descendants. Such a paradigm is 
compliant with Lowenberg’s (1991) and Smith-Hefner’s (2007) argument about 
switching to English to save themselves from expressing “unpleasant” emotions 




English does not do Indonesian as a national and official language any harm, 
because most likely these multilinguals who learn English as a second or third 
language feel less intense sentiment towards the foreign language than to their 
first language or mother tongue, hence the decrease in emotional burden. 
Although the researcher is fully aware that it is only a reflective example, their 
personal multilingual experience conjectures that swearing in English is a lot 
more liberating than in their mother tongues, which are Indonesian and 
Javanese. Moreover, occasional swearing in Indonesian lessens the feeling of 
misdoing than in Javanese, which they unconsciously hinder due to the 
emotional attachment to the latter, as well as their awareness of Javanese’ three-
level registers (see more Dewaele, 2004). The same goes for overtly expressing 
affection towards loved ones, as shown in Martin-Anatias’ (2018b) study, where 
the main character of the novel she focused on felt a lot at ease using English to 
show his love to his family than using Indonesian or Javanese.  
A colloquial variety used by many in a multilingual country, Bahasa Gado-
Gado challenges Indonesians and their notion of identity construction, a popular 
never-ending concept that has always been addressed by experts concerning 
language maintenance (Lie, 2017; Martin-Anatias, 2018a). With the way English 
takes a significant role in Indonesian’s linguistic repertoire, Martin-Anatias 
(2018b, p. 13) notices that there appears a crack in “… the clear-cut distinction 
between the categories of ‘second language’ vs ‘foreign language’, ‘user’ vs 
‘learner’, the East and the West, and between ‘native (presumably legitimate) 
speakers’ and ‘non-native (presumably illegitimate) speakers’. That means, albeit 
completely, Indonesians have turned away from the “correct” English, although it 
is not the case within the school and formal setting. The question, which has also 
been similarly suggested by Lauder (2008), then arises; with the proliferative use 




illegitimate varieties, can Bahasa Gado-Gado that first emerges from 
codeswitching phenomenon be observed as Indonesian English and examined 
using the World Englishes paradigm? Martin-Anatias herself (2018a) positively 
asserts that it may be the case as Bahasa Gado-Gado itself has reached “a wider 
linguistic ownership”, although she also encourages further identification of the 
variety itself to see whether Indonesian English can be considered a legitimate 
variety, following Korean and Japanese English. The following section reviews 
how other researchers have taken this suggestion and given their two cents to 
answer the question, but before jumping forward, the following is a quote by 
Martin-Anatias (2018a, p. 13) on her concluding remarks regarding Indonesian 
English as a possible successor of Bahasa Gado-Gado:  
“Thus said, more studies need to be conducted [if] English for many Indonesians, 
which inevitably will be varied on the individual and idiosyncratic levels, may have 
undergone the exonormative stabilization stage or may have augmented the 
classifications that hopefully would benefit the World Englishes theories.” (Martin-
Anatias, 2018a, p. 13). 
 
2.2 Previous research on Indonesian English 
Unlike the other English varieties, Korean English for example, which has 
been examined and observed systematically to the point it has established proof 
that it is a legitimate variety, the lack of previous studies concerning the 
establishment of Indonesian English may root from the perspective that such 
linguistic creativity is a sign of broken English that do not conform to the native 
standard. That means, every emerging linguistic feature of Indonesian English 
that distinguishes the non-native variety from the native one will remain a part of 
learner’s errors, as there is no common consensus shared among Indonesian bi- 
and multilingual regarding its acceptability (Aziz, 2003; Lauder, 2020). Both 




influential native speakers in Indonesia, the variety will only be composed of 
regional languages, local vernaculars, and Indonesian itself, be it SI or other CI.  
Except that Indonesian English should be influenced by these many 
language varieties for it to be considered legitimate. In the Korean English case, 
Rüdiger (2019) explains to a great length that a non-native variety of English can 
challenge the issue of “broken” and “incorrect” features, despite the two 
circumstances that have been established by the academia. One, the dismissal 
of an official status of English in the respective country and two, the fact that 
English is only acquired within the limitation of educational setting as well as the 
media. Rüdiger is also aware that a systematic codified Korean English came 
from linguistic features that distinguish the native and non-native standard, which 
leads to “learner’s errors” in general (Rüdiger, 2019). Several morphosyntactic 
features of Korean English can also be found in the Indonesian English variety 
(Aziz, 2003, p. 144), such as:  
1. tense – simplified tense for communicative purposes 
e.g., I go to Bali last month. 
2. modal auxiliaries – non-conventional use of modals 
e.g., You can’t smoke in this room instead of you may not smoke in this 
room 
3. prepositions – replacement and insertion of prepositions 
e.g., different with, same with, discuss about 
While Aziz acknowledges it as distinctive features of English in Indonesia against 
the standards of American or British English and not explicitly rules them out as 
the characteristics of Indonesian English, the same result is drawn by Maisarah 
(2012, in Lauder, 2020, p. 163) but is explained using an error analysis approach, 
which obscures the line between the “legitimate” and “illegitimate” forms of 
Indonesian English.  
Leaving error analysis aside, Aziz continues identifying some distinctive 
discursive strings expressed by Indonesians which are prevalent in their spoken 




expression of acknowledgment in a communal event as well as foregrounding a 
common understanding of an issue at hand. The latter signals individual’s 
aversion and uncertainty towards something they cannot foresee, and even if the 
matter is settled, maybe is still likely to be employed because “…Indonesians are 
inclined to be indirect in their acts of speech (and writing), especially in face-
threatening situations” (Aziz, 2003, p. 146). At last, Indonesians are also 
observed to always try saving their interlocutor’s face by employing repetitive 
sorry, even if the expression is deemed superfluous in certain contexts. The use 
of these discursive strategies, which are unlikely employed by native speakers of 
English, can also be perceived as facilitating Indonesians in “transcending” 
Indonesian and particularly, Javanese values, similar to Bahasa Gado-Gado 
(Aziz, 2003; Martin-Anatias, 2018b, p. 361). 
To the researcher’s humble knowledge, studies conducted by Percillier 
(2016a, 2016b) are by far the most systematic investigation on the variation of 
English in Southeast Asia, particularly Indonesia, Malaysia, and Singapore. 
Perhaps, his investigation can also be regarded as the extension of Aziz’s (2003) 
study, with large-scale data obtained to reveal more than just simplification and 
non-conventional word choices. To a great length, Percillier (2016b) compares 
Malaysian and Singaporean English, which he refers to as the ESL varieties, with 
Indonesian learner English, a learner variety, outreaching not only morpho-
syntactic features but also phonology and discourse features. Apropos to the 
morpho-syntactic features of the three varieties, which is also the focus of this 
study, Percillier (2016b) observes that Indonesian learner English dominates the 
non-standard forms among the three, be it missing or unexpected marking of 
both morphology and syntactic features. By subsequently comparing the data 
from Malaysian and Singaporean International Corpus of English (ICE), and the 




Islands, Percillier (2016b, p. 96) details his findings of non-standard 











Description Example Standard feature 
Missing Unexpected 





- er sometimes I just uh searching 
for the informations about Korea 
- I like to write the fairy tales just for 
the childrens 
- information 
- children  
Past-tense 
marking 








- uh I already go to Singapore just 
once 
- er we were rarely practice it  
- went 















- when my TOEIC test is just 
decrease, then my TOEFL is 
decrease 
- I’m not sure about that but it’s 
looks like that 
- I speaks Malay with my family 
- is decreasing 





✓ ✓ unexpected 
word-class form 
- Indonesia men always produce 
low budget film 
- yeah for me Indonesia is the 













- enough sleep yes, have a fresh 
mind to study is more better 
- better 




- I-I should find out who is him 
before I-I elec- I choose him 
- he 




- er I guess so but we still learn it, 
you know 
- so usually I do- I do my laundry, 
I’m cleaning my room 
- we’re still learning 
- I clean 
Perfect ✓  missing perfect 
aspect 
- he’s there for long since er he’s 
very young 
- he’s been there 






- because I think Ø will lag, the 
game will lag 
- I don’t Ø money I just want to 
improve my experience only 
- the game (NP deletion) 




Word-choice  ✓ non-standard 
choice within 
the expected 




adverb, and the 
use of what as 
a pronoun 
- and also I’m become member of 
some kind of developer- 
developer company like Square 
Ending or Atlas 
- no, there is no winter season too 
- i’ve become a member 
- either  
Redundant 
items 





- no, I already go to Singapore just 
twice and once to the Malaysia 
- er no I rent someone to- to drive 
me to here 
- the is omitted 
- to is omitted 
Word-order  ✓ non-standard 
adverb position, 
word order with 
a compound, 
word order 






- yes but I more like Indonesian 
food 
- er                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
accepted here not because of my 
certificate graduate 
- yes but I like Indonesian food 
more 
- er I was accepted here not 




These non-standard forms are by no means exclusive to Indonesian learner 
English only, although features of non-standard use of progressive and perfect 
aspect where the marking is missing in expected contexts are absent in both ESL 
varieties. There is also an indication of a specific pattern where higher 
frequencies of non-standard forms of English in the aspect of morphology and 
syntax apply to Indonesian learner English, which is then followed by Malaysian 
and Singaporean English in no particular order (Percillier, 2016b, p. see more). In 
this sense, then, Percillier (2016b, p. 66) asserts that unlike Singaporean and 
Malaysian English, non-standard forms of Indonesian learner English are 
deemed to contain more errors than that of “legitimate” features, because “a 
standard variety is viewed as the target of the learning process”, which reifies the 
role of a standard variety as the benchmark of English usage in Indonesia. The 
ESL varieties, however, cannot be treated in the same way because 1) the 
exonormative standards are already established, and 2) the speakers share the 
same sentiment that the forms are acceptable, and thus legitimate, although the 
consensus was plausible following the standardization of what were once 
regarded as errors (Percillier, 2016b). 
In other words, even if it does start as the notion of learner errors, there have 
been non-conventional/non-standard features examined under the umbrella of 
second language acquisition (SLA)—which of course is related to the ESL 
varieties—and simultaneously English as a Lingua Franca (ELF), indicated by 
several affinities shared with the two processes (Percillier, 2016a, 2016b; 
Rüdiger, 2019). In the case of other non-Asian varieties, common trends are also 
found within Swedish English whose speakers depend on English as their lingua 
franca, such as non-standard plural marking, non-standard comparative marking, 
as well as non-standard use of aspect, which are also features of Indonesian 




instead (Björkman, 2017). These similarities among the ESL, ELF, and learner 
English varieties show that “… (most) ELF speakers have acquired English as an 
additional language and have thus also been subjected to the second language 
acquisition process … We can see that a multitude of processes is responsible 
for variation and it is thus not surprising to find overlap in feature types across 
English varieties” (Rüdiger, 2019, p. 39). It has been previously mentioned that 
Lowenberg (1991) indeed requests for a re-classification of the status of English 
in Indonesia to English as an additional language, particularly regarding the 
noteworthy loanwords acculturation. However, there are a few factors to be 
addressed to change the paradigm from “foreign” to “additional” status, let alone 
move forward to the extent of “lingua franca”. The government’s lack of 
cooperation towards the development of English within the country is to no avail 
the most impactful factor in the shifting the paradigm (Lie, 2017). Moreover, with 
more than 700 local languages spoken within the Indonesian archipelago (Badan 
Pengembangan dan Pembinaan Bahasa, 2019), English will find it difficult to 
replace Indonesian as the lingua franca, as it is a groundbreaking history in itself 
that Indonesian can be selected as both the national and official language since 
1945 (Sneddon, 2003a). That being the case, despite the favorable 
commonalities, the foreign status of English in Indonesia is a hindrance for 
comparing features of Indonesian learner English with those of already-
established varieties, which will only further regulate the notion of errors and limit 
its movement towards the issue of legitimacy and acceptability.  
Still and all, the number of studies addressing Indonesian English after the 
term is popularized by Rakhmawati, Saddhono, Hastuti, and Devilito (2016) have 
increased rapidly in academia to no avail. Of course, because of the emerging 
matter, several patterns are noticeable from these studies which mostly revolves 




Because Indoglish is often identified as the language of youth, research involving 
university students were deemed to be fruitful in observing the use of Indoglish 
within college environment (Rakhmawati et al., 2016; Saddhono & Rakhmawati, 
2016; Saddhono & Sulaksono, 2018; Sedeng & Indrawati, 2019). Moreover, 
these studies agree that the most compelling perception towards Indoglish usage 
weighs towards the fact that English is a reputable language in Indonesia and the 
world in general, a special sentiment shared with other varieties such as Korean 
English and Japanese English (Lee & Warren Green, 2016; Melchers et al., 
2019; Rüdiger, 2018; Seargeant, 2009; Stanlaw, 2004, among many). Not to 
mention that the participants agree that it is rather difficult to find the Indonesian 
equivalences of English words most of the time, especially concerning the 
domain of technology, science, education, and pop culture, which has been 
exhaustively mentioned as one of the most prevalent reasons in the previous 
sections of this study. As the consequence, Rakhmawati, Saddhono, Hastuti, and 
Devilito (2016, p. 151) acknowledges that young people often experiment mixing 
Indonesian, English, and in several occasions their local dialects in their daily 
conversation within their circles, which is illustrated as follows: 
A: Hai temans, tugas mata kuliah Mister Budi sudah? (Hi, friends, have you 
finished up the task from Mister Budi’s class?) 
B: Belum nih, aku masih men-download beberapa materi. Ini materinya ada 
yang gak free tapi harus bayar. Padahal Rabu besok harus dikumpulkan. 
(Not yet, I’m still downloading some references. Most of them are not free, 
though, they need to be purchased. I need to get it done by this Wednesday)   
A: What? Ndak Rabu minggu depan to? (What? Is it not next Wednesday?) 
B: Ngawur, Rabu besok. Makanya aku buat dateline hari ini harus selesai 
downloadannya. (Nonsense, it’s this Wednesday. That’s why I decided to 
finish the deadline for the downloads today) 
 
Other Indoglish studies also reveal that the influence of local languages is 
apparent in many observed utterances since Indonesia is home to hundreds of 
local languages and dialects (Rakhmawati et al., 2016; Saddhono & Rakhmawati, 




background is inseparable from the discussion of code-mixing, proven by traces 
of local languages in Indonesian multilinguals and polyglots, such as ndak and to 
uttered by A in the aforementioned example. While ndak is the Javanese dialect 
of “no”, to or ta is a popular Javanese particle which is commonly used as a 
question tag (Djenar et al., 2018). Expressing emotions without restraint in 
Indoglish is also one of the motivations revealed by the participants of a study 
conducted by Sedeng and Indrawati (2019), in which they reveal that the 
participants are more likely to use English than Indonesian, or their respective 
local languages if they are native to one, considering the stronger emotional bond 
with their mother tongue, but lesser with a foreign one, coinciding with Bahasa 
Gado-Gado (Martin-Anatias, 2018b; Sedeng & Indrawati, 2019, p. 28). 
Oktavia (2019), Qory’ah et. al (2019), and Inderasari et.al (2019) notice that 
social media becomes one of the most favorite research territories that best 
depicts the use of Indoglish in this digitalized era, which in one way or another 
influences the ubiquity of the variety in a wider context. Several topics were 
raised in this particular focus, including the influence of public figures (Qory’ah et 
al., 2019) and online advertising (Inderasari & Oktavia, 2019). All of the studies 
mentioned include several examples of Indoglish and how they are incorporated 
in conversations, but interesting enough, a study conducted by Oktavia (2019) is 
the only one that explicitly listed the linguistic traits of Indoglish, such as affix 
insertion and mixed-code combination, which is the extended version of what has 
already been mentioned in a study conducted by Saddhono and Sulaksono 
(2018) earlier. It is also observed that adding Indonesian affixes to English words 
is the most popular finding among other studies as well, which has previously 
been mentioned by Sneddon (2003b) and Kadarisman (2005) a decade ago: 
1. didelivery (Oktavia, 2019) 
di-delivery 





3. assignmentnya (Sedeng & Indrawati, 2019) 
assignment-nya 
4. postingan (Qory’ah et al., 2019) 
posting-an 
Aside from the affix insertion, the data provided by these studies resembles 
the ones presented in the studies of Bahasa Gado-Gado, which questions 
whether the variety of Indonesian English envisaged by the current studies is an 
alternative to the colloquial variety, considering that Martin-Anatias (2018a) 
herself claims it to be an exclusive term for the combination of Indonesian and 
English, a concept shared with Indoglish at a glance. To what extent it is an 
alternative, however, is still undisclosed considering both forms of English have 
not been systematically approached, although Bahasa Gado-Gado itself is by 
nature a form of codeswitching. This issue will be detailed in the following 
discussion chapter, where Indoglish, Bahasa Gado-Gado, and Indonesian 
learner English are compared alongside the data obtained for this particular study 
to enlighten the understanding of what an Indonesian English variety is. 
2.3 The Availability of Indonesian English Corpus 
Despite the growing interest in employing corpora to investigate the non-
standard features of non-native varieties of Englishes, not all pieces of research 
in the field of World Englishes utilize ready-to-use corpora, such as The Brown 
Corpus or International Corpus of English (ICE) for example, as they only consist 
of samples of certain language varieties—American English for the former and 
Inner/Outer Circle Englishes for the latter. As the result, expanding circle 
Englishes are scarcely found in the ICE corpus collection (Rüdiger, 2019), and 
even with the establishment of International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE), 
the corpora only includes samples of writing by non-native learners whose level 
of English is higher intermediate to advance from sixteen native-tongue 




Japanese, Norwegian, Polish, Russian, Spanish, Swedish, Turkish, and Tswana) 
(Granger et al., 2009). With such limitations, researchers oftentimes opt for a 
self-built sampled corpus which still allow them to portray how a language or a 
language variety is used in contexts (Kübler & Zinsmeister, 2015, p. 10; Page et 
al., 2014), for instances: compiling spoken utterances from interviews (Percillier, 
2016b; Rüdiger, 2016, 2017, 2019) and collecting newspapers editorials, articles, 
and letters by various authors (Biewer, 2011), among many.  
It is not to be misunderstood that there is no single corpus comprising the 
use of English in certain discourses and genres by Indonesians at all. Corpus of 
State University of Malang Indonesian Learners’ English (C-SMILE) is one of the 
outcomes of the RoLING research group projects in which it comprises 
undergraduate theses as well as research articles written in English registered by 
2011 to 2014 (Basthomi et al., 2019). Its Indonesian counterpart, Corpus of 
Indonesian Texts in Academia (CINTA) collects the same genre samples as C-
SMILE, but written in Indonesian instead. However, C-SMILE is not feasible to 
utilize for several reasons. First, it only provides formal written language in the 
form of English academic papers, and therefore does not consist of informal 
utterances which this study pays close attention to. As Percillier (2016b, p. 59) 
proclaims that “…non-standard features are more likely to occur in (informal) 
spoken language than in (formal) written language”, hence utilizing C-SMILE can 
be fruitless as the genre of the data does not resonate with the focus of this 
study. Second, the samples collected is relatively old and cannot represent the 
latest linguistic trends, which is certainly in consideration if one wants to conduct 
a research related to language variety. Compared to other aforementioned 
pieces of research, the timespan between the corpus and the actual analysis is 




impracticable to use as it does not match the framework of this study, and 
therefore is withdrawn from the option.  
2.3.1 On Collecting Written Data  
Two leading studies of English variety from expanding circle countries 
(Percillier, 2016b; Rüdiger, 2019) have attested that obtaining spoken utterances 
are the best approaches to investigating a “not yet well-established variety of 
English” (Rüdiger, 2019, p. 51), as spoken utterances are able to completely 
represent how language is dynamically used in diverse contexts. However, due 
to COVID-19 restrictions, it has been proven impractical to obtain naturally-
occurring spoken utterances, and thus this study opts for collecting informal 
written language instead to prevent the spread of virus from meeting with 
research participants in public places. Ultimately, it is expected that in the future 
researchers can consider collecting informal spoken language as well for the 
purpose of enriching the study of Indonesian English. 
A self-built, specialized sampled corpus is then composed specifically for this 
study. The samples are in the form of Twitter posts or Tweets in which the 
collection procedures are detailed in the data collection sub-chapter. With the 
exerting influence of online social networking, the dynamics of this computer-
mediated communication carried out through various social networking service 
(SNS henceforth) sites has invited linguists into observing patterns of interactions 
as the consequence of both “linguistic and communicative practices in which 
people engage” (Seargeant & Tagg, 2014, p. 2). Conducting research on a 
certain language variety then can be made possible using data obtained from a 
social media interaction, especially when one wants to focus on the analysis of 
micro-level language features within a certain language practice (Page et al., 




language, building a corpus from SNS data is seen to be the most effective way 
out in observing the morphosyntactic features of Indonesian English due to the 
characteristics of social media interaction itself. Quoting Seargeant and Tagg 
(2014, p. 4), “the expectation therefore becomes that this content is less 
regulated, more fluid, and more diverse, and that the dividing line between 
private or personal communication and publishing or broadcasting can be 
increasingly blurred”. It makes sense then to include data obtained from social 
media in the study of non-native variety of English, although several preemptive 
limitations need to be set to reduce the analysis of multi-modal features included 
in the interaction.  
Hence, multi-modal features such as non-English or audiovisual-only tweets 
were all filtered manually. These following filters are adapted from the ones set 
out by Page et al., (2014, p. 175) in minimizing possible “noises” detected inside 
a Twitter handler’s profile for example the availability of replies leading to turn-
taking sequences—which are ignored in this study altogether. Of course, this 
exclusion in the corpus depends on the researcher’s preferences and purposes, 
and therefore these filters can always be adapted to their personal needs: 
● Filtering out all identical posts and choosing only one as a representative; 
● Filtering out any spam tweets; 
● Filtering out retweeted tweets, unless the handler writes their arguments 
over the retweeted tweets, then they will be considered as instances of 
language use; 
● Filtering out any multimodal-only tweets, unless the handler provides 
descriptions over the included elements, then they will be considered as 
instances of language use; 
● Filtering out any automated, bot-bound tweets; 
● Filtering out any Indonesian tweets or tweets from language other than 
English, unless instances of Indonesian words are observed as a 
discourse strategy. 
Addressing the multimodal tweets, it is not to be misunderstood that a close 
semiotic analysis is employed in this study, because the audio, visual, and other 




the focus circles around whether non-standard features can be realized within 
one’s language use or not. The same argument goes to filter number 3 where the 
retweeted tweets are excluded in regards to the inclusion of the verbal contents.  
This specialized corpus can still be expanded and modified to include larger 
samples from other SNS sites. However, it has to be kept in mind that data from 
both SNS and micro-blogging sites are all real-time produced and therefore are 
prone to unforeseen alteration. In several SNS sites, namely Instagram and 
Facebook, users can edit their published textual posts should they want to revise 
or add other elements, but Twitter does not allow for post-editing processes in its 
system other than the “delete” option. Therefore, the data recorded in this corpus, 
along with its analysis, can be regarded representative for temporary timeline 
only (Page et al., 2014). Such an issue is also experienced by Rüdiger (2019) in 
which she proclaims that her findings cannot be generalized as a national variety. 
The same perspective is adapted to this study as what this study covers only 
represents one side of contact situation, which is the social media interaction, yet 











This chapter includes all of the details pertaining the research design, the data 
collection, and the data analysis. The research design details the use of 
descriptive design and a corpus-driven analysis to aid the investigation of an 
under-established language variety. The data collection describes the process of 
obtaining informal written data via the social networking sites. Last but not least, 
the data analysis explains the impact of employing manual analysis and the 
selection of possible morphosyntactic patterns realized in the written corpus. 
3.1 Research Design 
This study opts for descriptive research design which allows researchers to 
describe the observed data in its preserved context without pre-meditated 
manipulation or intrusion from the external factors, such as the researchers. This 
particular design is able to comprehend the nature of this study which involves 
defining an under-established language variety and its emerging characteristics. 
In relation to this design, a corpus-driven analysis is employed to further 
investigate instances of naturally-occurring data within various contact situations 
in the form of a collection of either spoken or written materials (Clancy, 2010; 
Taylor, 2008). Utilizing corpus has shown advantages in research related to non-
native varieties of English, particularly in the observation of phonological, 
morphosyntactic, and lexical patterns by a certain linguistic community (see 
Biewer, 2011 for ESL varieties; Bongartz & Buschfeld, 2011 for English in 




English, among many). Despite the popularity of employing corpora across the 
World Englishes scholarships, oftentimes, there are cases where available 
corpora cannot fulfill the tasks due to their limited resources and representations. 
As an expanding circle variety of English itself, Indonesian English is still under-
represented compared to the other varieties which instances of language use 
have been recorded and compiled in certain corpora, namely International 
Corpus of Learner English (ICLE). Therefore, to apprehend this issue, a small 
sampled corpus is built specifically for this study, where instances of written 
language are obtained from Twitter, a microblogging site. The details pertaining 
data collection and analysis are presented in the next subchapters.  
3.2 Data Collection 
This subchapter separates the process of choosing the Twitter handler 
samples and the procedure of scraping the tweets from selected handlers. To 
support the data analysis, a short survey detailing their demographic 
characteristics was also distributed via personal messages, except for two 
handlers who were personally unapproachable as there were no corresponding 
contacts to initiate communication. The survey was equipped with a brief 
explanation of how their Tweets would be utilized in the research and that the 
researcher would ensure their privacy by not revealing their usernames in the 
content of the research itself. Considering the confidentiality of personal 
information, the survey results are all reported in estimation, but can be 
anonymously referred to if necessary. The data scraping and filtering process are 
detailed in the following section.  




In the process of choosing the Twitter handler samples, a non-probability 
sampling strategy is employed to purposely collect Indonesian Twitter users who 
often use English in their tweets. As one of the primary objectives of this study is 
to initiate the findings of non-standard features of Indonesian English variety, 
employing a sampling strategy which allows researchers to select their samples 
with a selective purpose in mind is deemed befitting, hence the choice landed on 
purposive strategy as a part of non-probability sampling categories (Taherdoost, 
2016). Although it is widely popular that probability sampling provides balance 
and representativeness in the corpus design, which oftentimes is related to a 
large-scale corpus, those issues are set aside in this small-scaled research to 
make “a clear rationale (…) for the inclusion of some cases or individuals rather 
than others” (Taherdoost, 2016, p. 22).  
Baker (2006) claims that in building a small, specialized corpus, it is 
necessary to pay more attention to the quality of the data where the frequency of 
the subject we want to analyze is higher than the quantity. Therefore, from a one-
month observation in January 2021, 12 Indonesian Twitter handlers were 
selected in which all of them at least tweeted in English 25 times in a single 
scraping process. Such a limitation is set considering the probability that English 
may not be their first language and is only acquired within the educational setting 
since Indonesia has long arranged English to be taught as an elective course 
from elementary level (Lauder, 2008, 2020; Lie, 2017). The possibility is 
supported by the results of the small surveys conducted in compliant to the data 
collection, where information related to their sex, age, occupation, nationality, 
mother tongue, the length of English exposure, English proficiency level (which is 
either self-evaluated or professionally-assessed), as well as experiences going 
overseas are taken into consideration. The demographic detail framework is 




Table 3. 1 Demographic information 
Sex 10 women, 2 men 
Age on average 25 years old, varying from 
23-25 
Occupation freelancers, editors, doctors, musicians, 
models 
Nationality Indonesian (all handlers) 
Mother tongue Indonesian and Javanese 
The length of English exposure on average 12 years, varying from 12-25 
English proficiency level on average intermediate to advanced 
level 
 
Since Indonesia is a multilingual country, it is important to include the 
information about the handlers’ mother tongues to observe whether local 
languages have prevalent influence in the tweets. Unlike monolingual countries 
such as South Korea and Japan, Indonesian local languages cannot be taken 
apart from the discussion of language varieties, as has been investigated by 
other studies (Djenar et al., 2018; Manns, 2010; Saddhono & Rakhmawati, 2016; 
Smith-Hefner, 2007). It is only natural then to take into account the influence of 
mother tongues as the representative of the handlers’ respective cultural 
backgrounds. 
Regarding the English proficiency level, handlers are given freedom to either 
self-evaluate or provide professional assessment from standardized English 
proficiency tests such as TOEFL or IELTS as a replacement to the standardized 
linguistic proficiency tests which are rarely conducted in Indonesia. While 
informing their test scores can immediately reflect their levels, there is also a 
possibility that these handlers do not possess the most recent test scores, and 
therefore self-evaluation can be the substitution. Rudiger (2019) understands that 




relying on the participants’/handlers’ fluency in conversing in English. Any forms 
of assessment, then, are always accompanied with the display of their English 
Tweets for the research validity. 
Collectively, the handlers reported that they learned English via formal 
institutions, which substantially amounts to 12 years from elementary to high 
school. Aside from that, there are also handlers who were self-taught or exposed 
to English through the mainstream media, such as books, television, and the 
Internet. Many continued studying the language in higher institutions as they 
majored in English or the communicative language in their respective institution 
was English. In most cases then, taking the intensity of studying English into 
consideration, these handlers claimed to be intermediate to advanced users of 
English, which was also reflected in their intense usage of English on Twitter. 
Interesting enough, many revealed that they had little to no experiences staying 
or traveling overseas, especially to the Inner Circle countries. This unique 
circumstance can contribute to how English was perceived by the handlers and 
how it affected their linguistic repertoire where the exposure of English is only 
limited to institutions and mass media.  
In addition, the younger generation was initially designed to be the sample 
requirement since informal languages are often addressed as “the languages of 
the youth” by many scholars (Lie, 2017; Manns, 2014; Martin-Anatias, 2018b; 
Smith-Hefner, 2007, among many). Young people are also viewed as the 
trendsetters when it comes to popularizing certain words or phrases across 
discourses to establish the sense of sociability within one self (Djenar et al., 
2018). It was realized from the survey that on average the handlers are 20-25 
years of age, which befits the initial requirement itself and the setting of the 




Indonesian adolescents can contribute to the appeal of Indonesian English 
variety, which is detailed later on in the discussion chapter.  
3.2.2 Corpus Description 
After selecting the handlers, an automated web-scraping tool, Octoparse, 
was utilized to scrape the tweets—or the verbal content—of each handler with no 
specific timeline. Depending on their research purposes, Octoparse allows its 
users to customize their own extraction and loop setting. Particularly on this 
study, a personal Octoparse setting enabled the software scroll down one time 
per 2 seconds interval, with the AJAX timeout set around 5 seconds. The loop 
setting then was repeated 150 times to meet the 25 English tweets requirement. 
This setting was customized after several trials and errors which led to numerous 
duplicates that turned the data unreliable to use. Using this setting, a single data 
extraction lasted for 10 minutes on average, but since Octoparse can only extract 
two handlers a day, the process took two weeks in total to extract all of the 
tweets in the second half of February. The extracted elements include the 
username, the display/the handler’s name, the date and time of the tweet, and 
the tweet content. The expression reflected in the tweet ranges from a single 
word to several sentences in one tweet content, for instances: 
 
the whole concept of Marriage or Mortgage is so stupid like why would 
anybody choose a one time event over a free house..... what else is there to 
discuss...... <1_skl> 
Cutest valentine hampers <8_lil> 
oh no <10_aud> 
 
Various typographic and non-verbal elements such as emoticons, hashtags, and 
non-standard orthography are also realized in the collected tweets. Therefore, an 
orthographic approach followed right after the tweets were filtered out. Since 




them as significant, emoticons were then ruled out from the collected data. 
However, hashtags were still recorded, hence the omission of the hashtag (#) 
character which then was replaced by less than brackets (< and >) to differentiate 
the hashtag from verbal elements written in standard orthography (for example, 
#RIPSILKSONIC becomes < RIP SILK SONIC >). Spelling and abbreviation were 
transcribed as they originally are since their existences are relevant to the study, 
but unconventional punctuation such as the omission of space between 
characters were transcribed differently in the corpus following the standard 
orthography to avoid the corpus into realizing that several lexical words are one 
graphological unit (Page et al., 2014).  
The whole process of choosing the handlers, extracting the tweets, and 
filtering out noises took up one and a half months from late January 2021 to early 
March 2021. Although it has been mentioned that the time-frame is not the 
concern of this study, it was recorded that on average the tweets collected range 
from late December 2020 to early March 2021 depending on each handler’s 
tweeting frequency. To differentiate one handler from another and to preserve 
their identity in confidentiality, a unique identifier adapted from Rüdiger’s (2019) 
is formulated to refer to a handler’s tweets in the following findings and 
discussion chapter. The unique identifier <1_skl> refers to the sample number 
and the handler’s initials derived from their display name at the time the tweets 
were recorded (since Twitter allows for user and display name to be replaced 
anytime).  
However, the researcher found several obstacles as the consequence of 
using Octoparse to scrape the data. One, although it does provide 2-week free 
trials for new users, Octoparse is still a paid software and to continuously use its 
service means investing a certain sum amount of money to the company. The 




lasted for only a month. This particular reason hindered the researcher to scrape 
more data out of the selected handlers to improve the size of the Twitter corpus. 
Two, without an adequate knowledge of operating the software, Octoparse can 
be an intricate tool to use. Not to mention that Octoparse tended to reduplicate 
the same Tweets/verbal contents twice or three times. It took the researcher 
approximately 2 weeks to get used to operating Octoparse and finding the right 
setting to scrape the desired data. Lastly, there were occasions where the 
researcher could only scrape 2 handlers a day, or at rare times, 1 handler a day. 
The researcher assumed that it had something to do with the system, considering 
Octoparse dealt with a social-streaming data where system errors are always 
bound to happen. This issue in particular took down most of the researcher’s time 
in the timespan of January to March 2021. Regardless, Octoparse allowed the 
researcher to scrape a handler’s tweet as many as they wanted, compared to 
processing Twitter API which only covered a week-old Tweets.  
At last, from 12 Twitter handlers, the specialized corpus of written Indonesian 
English obtained from Twitter amounts to 10,779 words, with the exclusion of 
several elements which are either irrelevant or cannot be extracted by the 
automated software.  
3.3 Data Analysis 
For the time being, the corpus cannot be publicly accessed since it has not 
been properly tagged and annotated. However, the tweets have all been 
converted into UTF-8 TXT files. Such a setting is necessary in order to avoid 
punctuation errors which are sometimes unreadable or changed if the corpus is 
accessed in a concordance software. Since this study utilizes AntConc 
concordance software to carry out the analysis (Anthony, 2013), TXT files 




software. Because the corpus itself has not undergone either automatic or 
manual tagging and annotating process, it can possibly lead to unreliable 
morphosyntax analysis on the researcher’s part. Nevertheless, this study is only 
focusing on the existence of the non-standard features of Indonesian English 
than their widespread use, hence this study relies only on manual analysis 
performed via AntConc where the findings of non-standard features are reported 
in raw frequencies. 
 The corpus analysis was then processed under the following procedures. 
First, after loading in all of the TXT files into the software, the researcher started 
processing them in the Word List section in which the selected search term is 
Words. The researcher then manually scanned the words to look for unexpected 
morphological and discourse features, such as the addition of languages other 
than English and non-standard plural marking. The frequency of each word was 
also manually noted for an additional reference. Some morphological and 
syntactical features that cannot be observed via the Word List were then 
inspected through the File View one by one to find cases of missing or 
unexpected features in each tweet.  
To limit this study’s investigation, it is important to use Rudiger’s (2019, p. 
67) method of selecting the possible morphosyntactic patterns out of her 
respective corpus (300,000 words; spoken) as observing all non-standard 
patterns is unfeasible to conduct. The selection follows these indicators:  
1) Non-standard features realized during the process of data extraction 
(e.g., non-standard plural marking), 
2) Non-standard features observed and accounted in previous Indonesian 
English studies (e.g., codeswitching and codemixing as forms of 
discourse strategies), and 
3) Non-standard features described in the World Englishes literature, 




From these indicators, the scope of the analysis of the three non-standard 
features was limited to only several strategies following Percillier’s (2016b) 
framework as one of the most comprehensive study of Indonesian English. For 
morphological features, non-standard plural marking, non-standard tense 
marking, and word class/verb forms strategy were chosen based on what had 
been found during the data extraction (Rüdiger, 2019) as well as extending Aziz’s 
(2003) examples of tense simplification. For syntactic features, word choice and 
deletion were among the most noticeable features observed in the Twitter 
corpus. These strategies were also attested in the previous studies of Indonesian 
English (Aziz, 2003; Percillier, 2016b) as well as the Korean English variety 
(Rüdiger, 2019). Last but not least, discourse particles and 
codemixing/codeswitching strategy were observed to be prevalent in the Twitter 
corpus following Percillier’s (2016b) and Aziz’s (2003) study. Codemixing and 
codeswitching strategies were also seen as one of the main factors to distinguish 
Indonesian English from Indoglish, where the emphasis is weighted on the way 
the variety adopts lexical items from and to Indonesian and not English. All in all, 
the features found in this study complement the findings of the previous studies 
(Aziz, 2003; Percillier, 2016b) since there has only been a few Indonesian 













FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 
This chapter focuses on the realization of the observed non-standard 
features of the English variety used by Indonesian Twitter users, along with the 
following discussion of each non-standard feature. Percillier’s (2016b) method of 
data presentation is adopted in this study, thereby dividing the findings into three 
parts: the morphological features, syntactic features, discourse features. The first 
feature overviews the non-standard uses of plural marking, tense marking, and 
word class. The syntactical feature includes deletion and word choice. Finally, 
discourse particles and codeswitching/codemixing strategy are discussed as 
parts of the discourse feature subchapter. The discussion covers each feature 
and correlates their importance with the previous studies to exhibit objective 
arguments based on the presented data. 
4.1 Findings  
4.1.1 Morphological features 
To limit the scope of the analysis, only three morphological features attested 
across the corpus: plural marking, tense marking, and word class. Plural marking 
covers non-standard uses of countable and non-countable nouns and compare 
them to the standard variety, while tense marking looks at the unexpected uses 
of past and present tense. While the previous non-standard features revolve 
around whether the marking is missing or existing unexpectedly against the 
standard use, the corpus also attests lexical items that occur in different word 
classes, although they “fit(s) the semantic content of a given sentence”, as 




average very low in frequency, with only one to three cases per handler, and do 
not occur evenly across the observed handlers (see Figure 4.1). However, it can 
instigate further studies on whether the features are pervasive within a large size 
of data, when they appear significantly in smaller set as well. 
 
Figure 4. 1 The distribution of morphological features among handlers in the 
Twitter corpus 
 
4.1.1.1 Plural marking 
The Twitter corpus reports that among the 12 handlers, only 8 attested to 
demonstrating non-standard plural marking, which ranges from pluralizing non-
count nouns and the non-standard uses of countable nouns (see Figure 4.1). The 
latter consists of two categories; missing and unexpected plural marking. It is 
observed that the non-standard uses of countable nouns are more frequent than 
the non-count nouns, where there are 11 cases demonstrated either missing or 
unexpected markings within the Twitter corpus (see Figure 4.2). Only one case of 
pluralizing non-count nouns found which occurs in sentence (1). As the only 
example representing unexpected plural marking, sentence (1) points out the 
pluralization of mass noun nonsense when the standard English does not concur 
the marking to exist in:  
(1) imagine having a partner who went 'link pemersatu bangsa' back in Oct, 
who read the news today, then agreed with GA's conviction. the cherry 
on top would be they proceeded to spout 'makanya jgn mau direkam' 
misogynistic nonsenses. <12_jus> 
(imagine having a partner who went ‘the nation’s unifier link’ back in Oct, 













on top would be they proceeded to spout ‘that’s the consequence of 
wanting to be recorded’ misogynistic nonsenses.) 
 
The following sentences represent the cases of both non-standard uses of 
countable nouns, where instances of missing plural marking are reflected in 
sentences (2) to (4) and the unexpected plural marking in sentence (5). 
(2) U support sexual abuser? <3_lov> 
(3) By the age of 20 I’ve learned that turning off notifications is one of the 
best way to avoid distraction <6_qwo> 
(4) The sole reason it’s hard for you to grow might be: you accidentally meet 
too much preacher rather than tutor <10_aud> 
(5) You have no idea how many times I fucking say “COK GANTENG” 
during the whole episodes. <9_ivo> 
 
Although sentences (2) to (4) all project missing plural marking where they 
are expected in the standard English, the first example reflects the handler’s 
choice to omit the marking since plurality is understood to be context-bound or 
concluded by logic instead. On the other hand, the last two examples suggest 
that plurality is already marked beforehand by quantifiers, therefore adding 
another mark after nouns is believed to be unnecessary. The missing plural 
marking in sentence (2) implies that abuser is regarded as a representative sign 
for all suspects, whether they have been captured and punished or not. Sentence 
(3) shows that the occurrence of a partitive one of before nouns is interpreted as 
plural construction, hence the non-existence of -s marking after noun way since 
the combination already implies plurality (Percillier, 2016b). The nouns preacher 
and tutor in sentence (4) are previously marked with the quantifier too much 
hence the omission of plural marking in both nouns (although it has to be noted 
that the quantifier also showcases non-standard word choice, which is explained 
further in one of the following syntactic features). Referring to Percillier’s (2016b) 
work, implicit plurality (for sentence (2)) and analytically marked plurality (for 
sentences (3) and (4)) are the non-standard plural marking strategies reflected in 




In sentence (5), the occurrence of the quantifier whole as it is positioned 
firsthand and the pluralization of noun episode is rather ambiguous. While it can 
be implied that the context allows for an interpretation that the episode the 
handler was watching is a single unit from the clause during the whole episodes, 
the quantifier whole may infer several parts of the episode or the scenes within 
an episode, hence the unexpected plural marking in a supposed singular count 
noun.  
In one specific case, one lexical item is written in different strategies by the 
same handler within two different tweet contents, which instigates possible 
inconsistencies in the marking of plural nouns performed by the handler. 
Examples are given in sentences (6) and (7): 
(6) Mute and block button exist for a reason. Use it, dumbass. <8_lil> 
(7) Instead of tweeting “can *name* stop showing up in my timeline”, start 
doing yourself a favor, sweetie, click the damn block/mute button. <8_lil> 
The difference between sentences (6) and (7) lies on the use of conjunctions and 
in the former and or in the latter, where the handler treats both as one and the 
same, ergo the missing plural marking of button in the former while the latter 
exhibits the standard singular form in English.  
To conclude, the Twitter corpus observes three types of plural marking 
strategies performed by the 8 handlers: missing plural marking, unexpected count 






As shown by Figure 4.2, it can be inferred that missing plural marking is 
frequently performed by the handlers within the Twitter corpus compared to the 
unexpected count marking, which comes in second place, and the unexpected 
non-count marking, which comes last. It can be inferred that missing plural 
marking is favorable among the non-standard plural marking strategy, dominating 
75% of the recorded cases as unexpected count and non-count marking are 
much lower in frequency. In addition, as cases of missing plural marking can be 
divided into two subtypes, namely implicit and analytical marked plurality, it is 
observed that both subtypes vary in frequency of use, as illustrated in Figure 4.3. 
Although implicit plurality has higher frequency than its analytical counterpart, the 
gap is not too far out with only 1 case difference. 
 






















missing marking unexpected count marking unexpected non-count marking
Figure 4. 2 Overview of non-standard plural marking strategies performed by handlers in 




To sum up, missing plural marking on countable nouns are most likely to 
occur than other strategies, especially when quantifiers or prepositional phrases 
such as one of the precede the nouns. Substrate language plays a significant role 
in this case; in Indonesian, plurality is decided when count nouns are 
reduplicated or preceded with numeral modification, but not both, which only 
leads to redundancy (Dalrymple & Mofu, 2012; Sneddon, 2010). In contrast, non-
count nouns are not reduplicated nor are they preceded with numerals, 
quantifiers, or classifiers (Sneddon, 2010). However, certain concrete non-count 
nouns can be preceded by specific quantifiers, for example segelas air ‘a glass of 
water’ and seporsi nasi ‘a portion of rice’, similar to English (Sneddon, 2010). It 
can be inferred that substrate language influences the decision on whether plural 
marking is reduced or not in cases where quantifiers or other numeral 
modification are present. Although the findings report that compared to analytical 
plurality, implicit plurality is attested to be higher in frequency. Percillier (2016b) 
states that giving the blame to context is quite a hasty decision, and thus claims 
that the difference in the way Malay (as Indonesian’s substrate language) and 
English acknowledge plurality is the answer. The standard English must require 
either plural marking, quantifiers, numerals, or classifiers to indicate plurality, 
while in Malay they can be overlooked, especially pertaining specific count nouns 
which are commonly referred to a whole entity, as presented in sentences (2) and 
(6) (Percillier, 2016b; Sneddon, 2010). As for the case of unexpected marking in 
both count and non-count noun presented in sentences (1) and (5), Percillier 
(2016b) regards it as an example of principle of maximum salience, an SLA 
process introduced by Williams in 1987. This process allows redundancies to 
occur “for maximum clarity of meaning” (Biewer, 2011; Percillier, 2016b).   




The Twitter corpus reveals that there are two noticeable non-standard tense 
markings observed—past and present, although the distribution among the three 
is not in even proportion and favors the non-standard past marking instead, 
where 7 handlers (77,8%) exhibit its use in their Tweets, and 2 handlers (22,2%) 
are reported to perform non-standard present marking. Non-standard past 
marking covers the missing marking and co-occurring verb strategy whereas the 
non-standard present marking features missing third person singular marking and 
unexpected marked verbs. The Twitter corpus also reveals cases concerning the 
non-standard past marking are higher in frequency by 75% compared to the 
present counterpart, which only covers a quarter part of the tense marking 
findings (see Figure 4.4). The discussion begins with the presentation of non-
standard past marking instances followed by the present one. 
 
Figure 4. 4 The distribution of non-standard tense marking in the Twitter corpus 
 
4.1.1.2.1 Past marking 
The Twitter corpus reveals that non-standard past marking feature is the 
most performed feature out of the other tense markings. Percillier (2016b) 
mentions that within this feature, there are three possible strategies in which non-
native users of English may exhibit in their discourse. First is missing marking on 
the verb where sense of time is indicated explicitly in the verbal contents, or 
Tweets, such as the occurrence of adverbials pointed to past events. The second 















the unmarked lexical verb. And the last one focuses on the co-occurring verbs in 
their standard forms and non-standard forms within a single verbal content, or 
Tweet. However, the Twitter corpus yields different results than the ones 
presented by Percillier (2016b). The following sentences (8) to (14) illustrate 
cases of non-standard past marking performed by handlers in the Twitter corpus. 
(8) I wish life treat us better. <5_rac> 
(9) Watching the sf nyxl scrim and im sad i don’t see Moth on Lucio. 
<2_mnk> 
(10) He says it again in a rap. <9_ivo> 
(11) it must be draining when they realized they’re not really into the girl, then 
proceed to neglect the girl like it’s nothing <6_qwo> 
(12) We just found out that when we timelapsed our swimming video we look 
like Mole in the Hole <11_cil> 
(13) When she tried to speak calmly when she’s thanking him... and 
SCREECHED AS SOON AS HE TURNS AWAY... I felt that <11_cil> 
(14) back then in elementary school some of my friends were taking kumon 
for the sake of making their parents proud. they didn't like it and i love 
math so much, so i volunteered to do their weekly homework. i didn't 
know that was wrong but that Ø such a win-win solution for us. <4_oli> 
Sentences (8) and (9) are examples of the missing past marking on a verb. 
The similarity among these sentences is the lack of explicit adverbials related to 
past events and in lieu, the clues lie on the contexts of the sentences themselves. 
In sentence (8), the use of the first verb wish signals that the nuance of the next 
clause should be in the past tense since the handler wanted a different outcome 
with his/her life. However, the second verb treat, which should be affected by the 
first verb wish, is missing the past marking and is written in the bare infinitive form 
instead. Similar case is performed in sentence (9) where not only is the verb see 
missing the past marking but also the negation don’t. It has to be noted that this 
case is different from the unexpected marked auxiliary reported by Percillier 
(2016b) since the auxiliary itself isn’t marked in this case. Although the context of 
the sentence does not completely give away the implication that it was done in 
the past, the fact of the writer wrote this sentence right after “watching the sf nyxl 




supports the claim that the auxiliary verb do and verb see are unmarked. 
Sentence (10), on the other hand, is explicitly marked with the adverbial of time 
again, hence the verb says should be in the past form than the present one.  
Sentences (11) to (14) exhibit the co-occurring verbs strategy where non-
standard past forms occur after the standard ones. In this strategy, the past 
events are signaled by the preceding standard past forms, which can support the 
possibility that the whole Tweet may occur in past time. Some sentences are 
backed up with adverbials to strengthen the notion that the events took place 
sometime in the past. Sentence (11) is supported by the verb realized as the cue 
that the sentence is a past event, but on the other hand, the verb proceed is 
unmarked regardless its position in an already-established past context. Similar 
case is also featured in sentences (12) and (13) where in sentence (12) 
unmarked verb look occurs after two marked verbs found and timelapsed and in 
sentence (13), the verb turn is in its present form despite the preceding marked 
verbs in past form. Sentence (14) represents two cases in one Tweet where the 
first case concerns with the present form of love when the past counterpart loved 
is expected in the standard English since the context takes place in the past. The 
second case represents a missing copula marking where a third singular past 
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All in all, there are only two strategies of non-standard past marking observed 
in the Twitter corpus. Figure 4.5 illustrates the distribution of these non-standard 
past marking strategies which consists of missing marking and co-occurring 
verbs in their non-standard forms within the proximity of the standard ones in a 
single Tweet. It can be inferred that the co-occurring verb strategy is favored 
most instead of the missing marking where it covers approximately 67% of the 
findings. However, the Twitter corpus reports no cases pertaining marked 
auxiliary verbs preceding unmarked lexical verb as observed by Percillier (2016a) 
in his study. The fact that the aforementioned strategy is not attested in the 
findings may be due to the size of the Twitter corpus, which is smaller in size 
compared to Percillier’s (2016b). 
4.1.1.2.2 Present marking 
Compared to its past counterpart, the present marking cases represent two 
strategies: the missing third person singular -s marking on the verb and the 
unexpected occurrence of the -s on the verb in which no such marking is 
expected in the standard form. Instances of these strategies are presented in 
sentences (15) to (17). 
(15) never cease to amaze me how people still have the nerve to copy and 
plagiarize other people's works in a world where the a simple google 
image search could expose their ass <1_skl> 
(16) If you see it as a sexual thing, then maybe it’s a YOU problem. It’s just 
an outfit. The dress doesn’t even revealing. So when my girls or anyone 
try a maid dress, please please please don’t sexualize them and let 
them enjoy their things. <8_lil> 
(17) Those who hates Gabi, do you give the same energy to Annie, Berthold, 
and Reiner? <8_lil>  
 
In sentence (15), the missing pronoun as the subject makes it difficult to 
determine whether the verb cease do miss the -s marking or not. However, it can 
be inferred from the rest of the sentence that the suitable pronoun can be it, 




This strengthens the notion that the verb cease should be marked with a third 
person singular -s mark. Similarly, sentence (16) shows that the verb try is 
missing the -s marking where it is expected as the indefinite pronoun anyone 
precedes the verb, not to mention the appearance of conjunction or that 
separates the plural noun girls and anyone. Sentences (17) is the only case 
representing unexpected -s marking where it is not expected in the standard 
English. Thereby, the verb hate is marked with -s despite appearance of the 
plural determiner those preceding it. In total, this strategy is only represented by 3 
cases, in which the frequency of each strategy is comparatively low although 
missing present marking leads with 2 cases than the unexpected one, which is 
exhibited in one case only.   
The influence of missing tense marking can be traced back to the Malay 
grammar system in which tenses does not exist, which results in unvarying verb 
forms regardless the tense, person, mood, number, or aspect (Percillier, 2016b). 
In return, senses of time are marked with adverbs and/or particles. However, 
non-standard past marking cases with co-occurring verbs where marked verbs 
are followed by unmarked ones are not affected by substrate language, but can 
possibly be explained with an SLA process avoidance of redundancies proposed 
by Williams in 1987 where the reduction of tense marking is necessary to avoid 
ambiguity (Biewer, 2011; Percillier, 2016b). As with the unexpected present 
marker on a verb with a third person plural subject, this case can be identified as 
hypercorrection by the user, where it is likely that the user is aware of the marker 
on the verb but leaves it as it is although no marking is expected (Percillier, 
2016b).  




This category presents cases of a lexical unit occurring in a different word 
class other than the standard variety of English in the Twitter corpus. Percillier 
(2016b) broaden the definition of this category to include special cases of non-
standard verb forms occurring in lieu of the standard ones English. Samples of 
the recorded cases are presented in sentences (18) to (23). 
 
(18) Stoicism is a valuable and sometimes necessary mindset to take. I’m 
sorry but it simply isn’t always practical to let you emotions overwhelm 
you. <8_lil> 
(19) EXCITES <2_mnk> 
(20) I spent my old days crying to heartbreak anniversary and now people on 
tiktok be dancing to this song. WHAT— <8_lil> 
(21) every week? damn, i be hittin rock bottom 3 times DAILY <6_qwo> 
(22) i'm not gonna show you how i looked like 10 years ago may your 
perception of me exists only in the present <1_skl> 
(23) life would be so different if i was a beaver at a zoo but then again some 
things would also stay the same <7_nov> 
Sentence (18) represents a case where two nouns occur at the same time 
unexpectedly after a verb. In this case, object pronoun you precedes the noun 
emotions, and not the standard form your emotions consisting a possessive 
adjective and a noun head. Without adequate context sentence (19) is quite 
difficult to analyse, however it can be implied that the handler probably wants to 
exhibit his/her excitement towards something. If this hypothesis can back up the 
missing context, this sentence shows an unexpected choice of verb excites in 
place of the standard adjective choice excited. As examples of non-standard verb 
forms strategy, sentences (20) to (23) focuses on the unexpected verb form 
occurring in Tweets. In sentences (20), copular be occurs in place of third plural 
linking verb are as the corresponding subject preceding it is the third plural noun 
people and the adverbial of time now signals that the context is in present 
continuous tense. Almost similar on the surface with the previous case, since 
sentence (21) is positioned in the proximity of present simple tense context with 




is expected than the unexpected be hittin/be hitting. Sentence (22) shows an 
unexpected verb form of exists following the modal may, where the standard 
English requires the verb to be of their bare infinitive form without third singular 
present marking -s. Lastly, sentence (23) reports unexpected choice of verb form 
was rather than its plural counterpart were considering the sentence itself is a 
conditional sentence type 2, where singular pronouns are followed by the plural 
verb were. 
 
Figure 4. 6 The distribution of unexpected word class forms in the Twitter corpus 
 
Figure 4.6 summarizes the distribution of the non-standard word class forms 
observed within the Twitter corpus. Non-standard verb forms are in higher 
frequency and covers 88,3% of the recorded cases than pronoun and adjective 
forms, which are represented with only 1 case respectively. This finding does not 
overlook the fact that there may be other word class affected in non-native variety 
of English, ergo, this statistic is exclusive to this study only.  
Substrate language also influences non-standard word class and verb forms, 
in a way that words in Malay do not have the tendency to inevitably change forms 
regardless of their function in the sentence. In addition, an SLA process 
markedness theory may also play a role in describing this particular case. This 
means, unmarked forms are more likely favored than the marked ones and as a 
result are acquired first, as in sentences (20) and (21) where the bare infinitive of 















4.1.2 Syntactic features 
This study limits the investigation of non-standard syntactic features found in 
the Twitter corpus into two: word choice and deletion. Word choice covers cases 
of unexpected choice of a lexical item belonging to and occurred in a specific 
word class. Deletion, on the other hand, covers instances of deleted lexical items 
of various word classes and even phrases, where they are divided by several 
subcategories (Percillier, 2016b): subject, verb, object, pronoun, preposition, 
demonstratives, and articles. However, it has to be noted that the distribution of 
non-standard syntactic features doesn’t dispense evenly among handlers, 
although all handlers are observed to at least exhibit two deletion cases within 
different elements (see Figure 4.7). 
 
Figure 4. 7 The distribution of non-standard syntactic features in the Twitter 
corpus 
 
4.1.2.1 Word choice 
Often confused with the non-standard word class feature, word choice affects 
the unexpected choice of words within the same word class which present in the 
standard position. The affected word class observed in the findings include 
unexpected choice of quantifier, noun, auxiliary verb, and preposition. Instances 
of non-standard word choice strategy are featured in the sentences (24) to (27). 
(24) The sole reason it's hard for you to grow might be: you accidentally meet 
too much preacher rather than tutor <10_aud> 
(25) Should've slept but I was busy fangirling over every character in Run On 












(26) hello friends of online where do you get your lingerie and underwear 
from...... i have a hard time finding local based online shops that isn't just 
reselling aliexpress shit at marked up prices <1_skl> 
(27) day 7... maybe this is why Murakami fell in love with running at the first 
place <4_oli> 
 
Sentence (24) exhibits unexpected choice of quantifier much preceding the 
countable nouns preacher and tutor, where its counterpart many is expected in 
the standard English. In sentence (25), the word class affected is noun where 
music is chosen rather than songs to refer to the specific type of rhythm and lyric 
plays used in mainstream screenplay as the soundtrack rather than the umbrella 
term of music. On the other hand, sentence (26) shows unexpected choice of 
auxiliary verb isn’t rather than aren’t as the noun phrase preceding it—local 
based online shops—indicates plurality than singularity. Lastly, sentence (27) 
represents unexpected choice of preposition at in lieu of in which is expected in 
the standard English to signal that the action has been routinely done ever since 
the time it was started. 
 
Figure 4. 8 The distribution of unexpected word choices in the Twitter corpus 
 
Figure 4.8 depicts the distribution of unexpected word choices in the Twitter 
corpus. In comparison with non-standard word class forms, unexpected word 
choice strategy is only performed by 4 out of 12 handlers (33,3%) where each 
handler exhibits 1 case respectively. These cases are representative of 4 
different word classes affected by the handler’s choices, namely quantifier, noun, 












auxiliary verb, and preposition. Despite the low frequency, it can still be inferred 
that these unexpected word choices are distributed evenly in the Twitter corpus.  
Unexpected choice of words within the same word class as represented in 
sentences (24) to (27) is likely to be influenced by substrate language. The 
standard English requires specific words for specific context and mistaking them 
for other words, albeit being in the same word class, can change the entire 
meaning of that construction (Percillier, 2016b). For instance, English has in, on, 
and at to signal adverbial of space, but Malay only has di as those three’s 
equivalence. It makes sense then that the handler mistook the preposition in 
sentence (27) as preposition in Malay has no distinct characteristics unlike the 
English. The same paradigm is shared with unexpected choices of quantifier, 
noun, and auxiliary verb. In English, much and many are not interchangeable, but 
in Malay, banyak, the Malay counterpart of much and many can be paired with 
either count or non-count nouns.  
Concerning nouns, as long as it is semantically related, altering one word 
with another within the same semantic cluster and word class is a commonly 
practiced method. Regarding unexpected auxiliary verbs, it has been previously 
mentioned that Malay does not favor various be forms due to the lack of tense 
and aspect. That being the case, Malay generally recognizes yang which covers 
is, are, does, do, and other auxiliary verb forms of English, which also explains 
the unexpected choice of auxiliary verb as represented in sentence (26). 
4.1.2.2 Deletion 
Deletion concerns the unexpected omission of specific linguistic elements 
varying from single words to phrases. Percillier (2016b) divides this feature into 
several subtypes, such as subject deletion, verb deletion, object deletion, 




corpus does not record any adjective and particle deletions, but rather 
preposition, demonstrative, and article deletions. Details pertaining each subtype 
are provided in the following paragraphs along with samples of sentences from 
the Twitter corpus as illustrations. 
Subject deletion 
 Subject deletion includes the omission of noun phrases, personal 
pronouns, and existential there (Percillier, 2016b). However, the Twitter corpus 
only records 1 case of noun phrase deletion and in contrary, 34 cases of personal 
pronoun deletion are reported. Unlike the previous findings, existential there is 
not observed in the Twitter corpus. Examples of subject deletion are featured in 
sentence (28) to (32). 
(28) your 3rd Ø will be your Valentine <7_nov> 
(29) Ø wish i could experience reading this tweet for the first time again 
<1_skl> 
(30) thanks for the testimonial, Ø should've put this skill into my CV and 
LinkedIn <4_oli> 
(31) Ø  LOOKS SICK <2_mnk> 
(32) i think the main reason of why most of the times i'm always calm and 
never got mad or upset is because i have my own outlet: writing and 
running (literally, not running away from the problems). Ø helps me a lot. 
<4_oli> 
 
As the only representative case of noun phrase deletion, in sentence (28) the 
subject consists of a second singular possessive pronoun your and an ordinal 
number 3rd, and the head of the noun phrase is missing. However, it can be inferred 
from the context of this sentence that the head refers to someone’s contact list, 
and the ordinal number refers to the third person in that list. Sentences (29) to (32) 
are examples of the deletion of personal pronoun, which are dominated by the first-
person singular pronoun I. Sentence (29) concerns the pronoun deletion in the 
beginning of the sentence, in which the standard pronoun I is expected as the 




the second clause is deleted, and similar to sentence (29) the standard pronoun I 
is expected following the possessive pronoun my nearby.  
On the one hand, sentences (31) and (32) are similar in the way that both 
examples illustrate the deletion of a third person singular pronoun. As sentence 
(31) is missing the pronoun in completion of the sentence, it can be inferred from -
s marking on the verb that the suitable pronoun would be in the proximity of third 
person singular pronouns. The same case is illustrated in sentence (32) where the 
verb helps aids in determining that the possible pronoun to complete the sentence 
would be it. 
Verb deletion 
Verb deletion includes the omission of lexical verbs, auxiliary verbs, copulas, 
and modal (Percillier, 2016b). Lexical and modal verbs are represented by 1 case 
each, whereas 11 sentences are observed to be the examples of auxiliary 
deletion and 6 sentences to be of copulas. Examples of verb deletion are 
featured in sentences (33) to (38). 
(33) Me every time tortillaburrito ‘s android alarm Ø <2_mnk> 
(34) There is a reason why net neutrality Ø called net neutrality <10_aud> 
(35) Ø Anyone care to explain? We totally have no idea. <8_lil> 
(36) My cause of death Ø here <2_mnk> 
(37) why Ø my phone so dry <7_nov> 
(38) How far they Ø go <3_lov> 
 
As the only example of lexical verb deletion, sentence (33) consists of the 
inverted position of an object pronoun me, an adverb every time, and a noun 
phrase as the sentence’s subject, without any lexical verb inserted after subject. 
Sentences (34) and (35) are examples of auxiliary verb deletion. In sentence 
(34), since the noun is of a singular entity and the verb called is written in its 
passive form, they give away a significant clue that the expected form of deleted 
auxiliary verb is is. As an interrogative sentence, sentence (35) is missing the 




expected auxiliary would be does since the context is in the vicinity of present 
tense and the subject of the first clause, or the one missing the auxiliary verb, is 
of a singular representative.  
Sentences (36) and (37) are examples of missing copula verbs. Sentence 
(36) illustrates the missing element following the noun phrase to complete the 
sentence, hence the expected copular would likely be is to complement a 
singular entity preceding it. Sentence (37) exhibits similar proposition but in 
interrogative form where the structure is missing the standard copula is. Lastly, 
sentence (38) represents the only modal deletion case observed within the 
Twitter corpus where the expected modal will does not occur in the sentence 
structure. The possibility of the modal being will is higher since the context 
oversees a future or an upcoming event.  
Object deletion  
Object deletion deals with the omissions of noun phrase and personal 
pronouns. However, compared to the subject deletion, there is only 1 case 
representing this subtype, which is featured in sentence (39). 
 
(39) rude how it's been 10 years and i still haven't had my hands on these 
two Ø <1_skl> 
 
Between noun phrase and personal pronoun deletion, sentence (39) 
illustrates the missing element of a noun phrase which has been completed with 
a numeral two and a plural demonstrative these. Although it is also possible that 
these two are the expected noun phrase referring to an attachment that the 
handler also posted along with this Tweet, since posting a picture alongside a 





There is only 1 case that represents pronoun deletion as featured in the 
following sentence (40): 
(40) Ø  First time using this feature. <8_lil> 
 
This sentence lacks the possessive pronoun to complete the noun phrase 
consisted of an adjective modifier first and noun time. Considering the context in 
which the handler likely refers to him/herself, the expected possessive pronoun 
would be my.  
Preposition 
The Twitter corpus only reports 2 cases of preposition deletion which are 
represented in sentences (41) and (42): 
(41) “i’m free Ø  feb 14th” yeah u build walls and push people away <7_nov> 
(42) still thinking about that reddit post that says OP (17f) wants to go to 
college but she has to take care of her 9 siblings while her single mother 
works very hard to provide Ø them. The mother opposes her idea 
because she needs her help and of course reddit go like: <12_jus> 
 
In sentence (41) the handler omits the preposition element out of this 
sentence construction where the standard on is expected to specify the days of 
the month, which is stated as feb 14th in the sentence. On the one hand, 
sentence (42) is missing the standard preposition element for that is usually 
attached to the verb provide to bear meaning ‘taking care of someone by working 
profitably’, which suits the context of the sentence itself. 
Demonstratives 
Demonstrative pronoun deletion refers to the omission of demonstratives one, 
ones, the one, or the ones. The Twitter corpus reports only 2 cases of this 
subtype, which are featured in sentences (43) and (44). 
(43) Random poll! Which Ø is fun for you? <2_mnk> 
(44) I cant feel my nose but at the same time its parts especially the sinus Ø 





Sentence (43) exhibits the omission of a demonstrative element preceding 
the copula is, where the standard one is expected to occur. Similarly, as 
sentence (44) also omits its demonstrative element, the standard ones is 
expected following the plural noun parts that precedes it.  
Articles 
The Twitter corpus reports 13 cases of article deletion of this subtype, in 
which its samples are featured in sentences (45) to (47). 
(45) I hate the feeling of exciting about something, and then Ø bunch of 
people ruin it <3_lov> 
(46) i will either not talk at all or lie all the time in Ø clubhouse room there is 
no in between <7_nov> 
(47) Ø Cutest valentine hampers <8_lil>  
 
Sentence (45) represents a case where the expected article a for completing 
a quantifier bunch of people is omitted from the structure. Similarly, the article a is 
also expected to occur preceding the noun phrase clubhouse room in sentence 
(46) to complement the singularity of the noun phrase and as a signal that the 
noun referred to is indefinite. Lastly, sentence (47) contains an incomplete 
structure of a superlative where it should be complemented with the definite 
article the as expected in the standard English.  
 










































Figure 4.9 summarizes the subtype elements and their distributions in the 
Twitter corpus. Subject deletion is observed to be the most frequently deleted 
elements which covers noun phrase and personal pronoun omission, with first 
person singular pronoun I dominates 30 cases and third person singular it follows 
behind with 4 cases. Verb and article deletions come in second and third 
respectively. Following behind are demonstrative, preposition, object, and 
pronoun deletions which feature less than 10 cases in the Twitter corpus 
compared to the former top three subtypes. Most cases of deletion are also 
substrate influenced, such as the deletion of articles, copula verbs, and pronouns 
(Percillier, 2016b). The missing elements are then made up by the contexts and 
are seen as covert expression instead.  
4.1.3 Discourse features 
Two discourse features are observed to occur in the Twitter corpus 
performed by handlers: discourse particles and code-mixing/code-switching 
strategy. Unlike the aforementioned morphosyntactic features, all handlers 
appear to acquit themselves with these discourse elements within their Tweets. It 
has to be noted that both discourse particles and code-mixing/code-switching 
strategy are written in Indonesian or handlers’ local languages, where “the use of 
discourse particles [are] borrowed by from local languages on the one hand, and 
code-mixing/code-switching to a local language on the other hand” (Percillier, 
2016b). Because both discourse particles and codemixing/codeswitching strategy 
adopt lexical items from and to Indonesian, the observation of these strategies 
can help distinguish Indonesian English with Indoglish, complementing the former 
morphological and syntactic features. The discussion begins with the description 





4.1.3.1 Discourse particles 
As previously mentioned, all handlers are observed to use discourse 
particles in their Tweets as alternatives to verbal expressions. Among 13 
discourse particles found, 3 particles appear to have typographic variants 
belonging to the same semantic context. It is possible that the variants reflect 
how the handlers would use it in spoken discourses albeit their occurrences in 
written ones. The following table (see Table 4.1) features all the identified 
discourse particles in the Twitter corpus along with their variants. In addition to 
that, the explanation of each discourse particle’s function is also provided 
alongside the examples of how they are positioned in each handler’s Tweets.  
Table 4. 1 Distribution of discourse particles (DPs) and their positions in the Twitter 
corpus 
DPs Variant Initial Medial Final 
oh ooooh v v   
  oooouuuuu       
  ou       
  ouuuuuu       
wow woah v v   
lah   v v v 
ugh ouch v     
um   v     
ah   v     
dah   v     
dahla   v     
duh   v     
nih     v   
ouch   v     
hmm   v     
 
• Oh: this particle and its variants indicates the user’s attitude towards 
surprises, sudden realization, as well as showing interest towards a 
certain thing (Trihartanti & Dianita, 2020). Oh is also a part of hedges.  
• Wow: this particle and its variant woah signal the user’s attitude towards 
surprises and also function as hedges. 




• Ugh: this particle conveys the user’s mood and attitude towards negative 
emotions 
• Um: this particle functions as a filler or a hedge to express reflection, 
doubt, or hesitation, similar to hmmm 
• Ah: this response particle expresses the user’s mood and/or attitude 
towards something that catches their interest. It is also usually used as 
exclamation in some cases. 
• Dah: a short form of sudah, meaning ‘already’ in English (Percillier, 
2016b) 
• Dahla: a combination of dah and lah, signaling the user’s mood towards 
something that has happened which sparks a certain emotion 
• Duh: this particle indicates the user’s hyperbolic attitude towards 
something, whether it is in the proximity of negative or positive event 
• Nih: a short form of ini, meaning ‘this’ or ‘that one’ in English, referring to 
the topic that the user is talking about or the event that occurs at a certain 
moment in time 
• Ouch: similar to ugh, conveying the user’s attitude towards a certain thing 
or event, usually related to negative happenstance 
• Hmm: this response particle functions as a filler or a hedge expressing 
reflection, doubt and hesitation, similar to um.  
Examples of these particles are presented in sentences (48) to (58): 
(48) once u start thinking “oh i think i need to sit down in the shower for a little 
while” it’s literally all down hill from there <7_nov> 
(49) wow everyone is getting married <4_oli> 
(50) not bad lah wkwkwkwk <6_qwo> 
(51) keeping my eating and sleeping schedule on check for a better life. my 
body is so old ugh i really need to bounce back like i used to. <4_oli> 
(52) um LIKE I CARE??? <6_qwo> 
(53) Ah, the sweet taste of freedom... <8_lil> 




(55) Dahla monmaap jadi nyampah it's not everyday I'm being real sad like 
this <10_aud> 
(56) duh cakep bener nih not followed by anyone you’re following <6_qwo> 
(57) ouch, this tweet just hits too close to home <6_qwo> 




Figure 4. 10 The distribution of discourse particles’ frequency in the Twitter 
corpus 
 
Figure 4.10 summarizes the frequency of each discourse particle as 
recorded in the Twitter corpus. Particle oh is the most favored among others, 
covering approximately a quarter of the recorded cases. Whereas wow comes in 
second with 6 cases, and lah in third with 3 cases, particle ugh, um, and woah 
represent 2 cases respectively, while the other 13 particles are observed to 
represent only 1 case each. Table 4.1 also reveals that out of 19 discourse 
particles, 18 of them are observed to frequently occur in the beginning of a 
sentence. Some particles even partake in both initial and medial position, such as 
oh, wow, and lah. Interestingly, lah is also favored in either initial, medial, or final 
position, a rare case among other discourse particles. Particle nih is also reported 
to be the only particle which occurs in the medial position and not elsewhere.  
As discourse particles observed in the Twitter corpus adopt particles or 
words from and to Indonesian, they are without doubt influenced by substrate 
language. The fact that a range of discourse particles recorded in the Twitter 
corpus are taken from written compositions means that what once was 
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extensively investigated using spoken corpus or corpora (see more Aijmer, 2002; 
Müller, 2005; Öztürk & Durmuşoğlu Köse, 2021) are now observed in its written 
counterpart. That means, overt expressions can not only be transcribed to written 
language, but are used alongside written language. Among other studies, 
Percillier’s (2016b) work is the first to include discourse particles as a feature of 
non-native variety of English, which is then extended by this study in terms of the 
type of data collected. 
4.1.3.2 Code-mixing and code-switching 
Handlers are observed to perform both code-mixing and code-switching 
strategies where the former deals with linguistic units from Indonesian or 
handler’s local languages within a sentence, and the latter to Indonesian or 
handler’s local languages across sentence boundaries or within a single Tweet 
(Percillier, 2016b). Code-switching and code-mixing strategies recorded in the 
Twitter corpus vary from words, phrases, to sentences. In the Twitter corpus, 
code-mixing appears to dominate the findings (91%) whereas code-switching 
with only four cases (9%). It is also observed that 2 out of 12 handlers do not 
perform either code-mixing or code-switching to Indonesian or handlers’ local 
languages. Examples of this strategy are presented in sentences (59) to (68).  
(59) ini real story <6_qwo> 
(60) Here we go again in cismen are trash discourse alias basi, mambu 
<12_jus> 
(61) It'll be ok It'll be kondusif <9_ivo> 
(62) these terpesona things are so satisfying to watch <5_rac> 
(63) i love you dibales i know <6_qwo> 
(64) mbak-mbak resepsionis was being an angel for recommending me the 
best schedule to hit this place so i'll have it all by myself <4_oli> 
(65) what if we kissed on the karpet lipat pokemon dasar ungu muda Best 
Quality <1_skl> 
(66) Classical piano, dance, indie something tapi ada ANIME such 
personality <10_aud> 
(67) I cant feel my nose but at the same time its parts especially the sinus are 
throbbing seperti genderang mau perang <12_jus> 





Sentences (59) to (63) are representative cases of how Indonesian words are 
mixed in English-based sentences. Sentence (59) uses ini as the expletive in lieu 
of the English equivalence, this (is). In sentence (60), aside from the Indonesian 
word basi ‘stale’, a Javanese word mambu or bau in Indonesian is also present 
next to it as adjectives replacing their English equivalences. A similar case is 
performed in sentence (61) where kondusif ‘conducive’ plays a role as the 
adjective. On the other hand, the word terpesona ‘fascinated’ in sentence (62) 
does not have a role in modifying the noun, but rather refers to a specific social 
event famously named terpesona. Meanwhile, the word dibales ‘to be replied’ in 
sentence (63) is equally comparable to is replied with in English. 
In addition, sentences (64) and (65) represent code-mixing and code-
switching strategies within noun phrase level. In sentence (64), the user refers to 
the gym receptionist as mbak-mbak resepsionis, and while reduplication indicates 
plurality in Indonesian, in some cases it is used as to emphasize the significance 
of a certain object, and in this case, the gym receptionist. The switch to 
Indonesian in sentence (65) is also within the vicinity of a noun phrase where 
karpet lipat pokemon dasar ungu muda refers to a certain type of carpet in a 
distinct purple color. On the one hand, sentence (66) deals with conjunction tapi 
‘but’ and expletive ada ‘this (is)’. Sentence (67) deals with an adverb phrase 
seperti genderang mau perang ‘like drums in the midst of war’ which modifies the 
verb as a metaphorical expression. Coincidentally, this phrase also refers to one 
of the lyrics of a famous song which was popularized in the 20s in Indonesia. 
Lastly, sentence (68) exhibits a switch strategy to Indonesian with the use of 
expletive ini ‘this’ as well as adopting the Indonesian head-modifier system in the 




Regarding code-switching/code-mixing strategies observed in the Twitter 
corpus, the emphasis is weighted on the difference between what language the 
strategies adopt from. With Bahasa Gaul and Bahasa Gado-gado, the strategies 
adopt lexical items from English, but the Indonesian English variety adopts lexical 
items from and to Indonesian. In some cases, not only do these strategies borrow 
words from Indonesian but also its grammatical system, as featured in sentence 
(68) where the head-modifier order is adopted.  
4.2 Discussion 
The morphosyntactic features described in the designed corpus covers 
non-standard morphosyntactic and discourse features and how they imply to the 
Indonesian English variety in general. 
4.2.1 Non-standard morphosyntactic and discourse features 
This study analyses a selection of non-standard morphosyntactic and 
discourse features performed by the handlers in the Twitter corpus focusing only 
on 7 aspects: plural marking, tense marking, word class/verb forms, word choice, 
deletion, discourse particles, and codemixing/codeswitching strategies. The 
Twitter corpus, in which this study bases its data and analysis from, is a collection 
of English-based Tweets crawled from 12 Indonesians with intermediate to 
advanced levels of English proficiency. While the majority of the features are 
represented by less than 10 cases, these features cannot be overlooked as it 
means they exist and are observable.  
Regarding the non-standard plural marking feature, the Twitter corpus 
reports that the choice in marking and not marking the nouns is possibly 
influenced by the presence of quantifiers or numerals preceding the nouns. 
Contexts also play a significant role in this decision, and surprisingly, the Twitter 




are heavily influenced by this aspect. When it comes to tense marking, factors 
such as adverbials, marked verbs, contexts, and pronouns are accountable for 
the missing and unexpected past and present marking on the verbs. In word 
class and verb forms strategies, the bare infinitive be frequently occurs in place of 
the standard verb forms, along with the first and third person singular was in lieu 
of were which occurs in most conditional sentence type 2 cases. Pertaining the 
word choice feature, which yields the least cases among other non-standard 
features, only 4 word classes are observed such as quantifier, noun, auxiliary 
verb, and preposition. Deletion, on the other hand, provides the most cases 
among other features, with the omission of pronoun, verb, and article dominate 
the findings. Demonstrative, preposition, object, and pronoun follow to a smaller 
extent. With a variety of cases provided for pronoun, verb, and article, they can 
assist in outlining the way Indonesians omit elements out of their English 
remarks. In discourse features, several Indonesian discourse particles and their 
variants are observed to complement the English remarks on the handlers’ 
Tweets as either extension to covert expressions or hedges. Code-switching and 
code-mixing to Indonesian, not to English, are also observed to occur within the 
handlers’ Tweets to emphasize certain issues that the handlers want to allude to. 
The mixing and switching are not only within the word level, but also phrase level, 
and a few cases incorporate the Indonesian grammar system as well.  
As previously mentioned in the beginning of the finding subchapter, this 
study uses Percillier’s (2016b) framework as its basis considering his work to be 
the only comprehensive study covering features of non-standard English variety, 
although he still refers to the Indonesian one as a learner variety. Most of the 
features observed in the Twitter corpus also correlate with the ones featured in 
Percillier’s (2016b) study. For instance, the high frequency of missing plural 




comparison with other varieties, plural marking is also attested to be absent in 
Korean English (Rüdiger, 2019), although analytical plurality favors the Korean 
English variety more than it does to Indonesian English. However, both Korean 
and Indonesian English report that the use of non-count nouns as countable units 
is fairly rare compared to the other non-standard plural marking strategies 
(Rüdiger, 2019). Another similar outcome shared between this study and 
Percillier’s (2016b) concern the substitution of verb forms which are represented 
by an adequate number of cases compared to the other word classes. Regarding 
the past tense marking, two strategies observed in the aforementioned work are 
not attested in the Twitter corpus, namely the unexpected occurrence of marked 
auxiliary and unexpected past tense marking, although the missing past tense 
marking and co-occuring verbs are observed in both his work and this study.  
With the most cases out of the other non-standard features (N=73), deletion 
features omission of a range of elements which are expected to occur in the 
standard English. Some deletion aspects observed in Percillier’s (2016b) work, 
such as existential there, reflexive pronouns, and comparatives, are not attested 
in the Twitter corpus and in return, new elements emerge and provide significant 
number of cases to confirm that the feature is attested in Indonesian English 
variety, such as the omission of preposition, demonstrative, and article. Pronoun 
deletion is attested not only in the Indonesian English variety, but also in Korean 
English, where both varieties demonstrate the tendency to delete first person 
singular I (N=34 and N=79 respectively) (Rüdiger, 2019). Verb deletion, which 
affects lexical, auxiliary, copula, and modal verbs, are also attested in the 
aforementioned work as well as Korean English, although the result provided in 
this study is slightly different compared to the previous studies. Auxiliary verbs 
are attested in higher frequency (N=11) in the Twitter corpus, with copula (N=6), 




frequently occurs in Indonesian learner English than the ESL varieties, Percillier 
(2016b) states that lexical and copula verbs are in higher frequency than auxiliary 
verbs, with modal verbs as an exceptional case to Indonesian learner English. 
Korean English, on the other hand, favors the deletion of copula verb than the 
lexical and auxiliary ones, on account of 39% of the total recorded cases of verb 
deletion (Rüdiger, 2019). All in all, three types of verb deletions are attested in 
both Indonesian and Korean English variety, regardless the difference in 
frequency.  
Taken together, the findings acknowledge the existence of various non-
standard morphosyntactic and discourse features of Indonesian English variety. 
While morphosyntactic features help redefining Indonesian English as a language 
variety, and to complement spoken data findings, discourse features help 
distinguish Indonesian English with Indoglish since these strategies adopt signs 
from and to Indonesian and not English. Using a larger set of data, this study can 
also be accounted as an extension of Aziz’s (2003) work where it lacks 
substantial quantitative data to back up the argument that Indonesian English 
variety exists and cannot be equated with Bahasa Gaul, Bahasa Gado-gado, and 
Indoglish. Although some features in this study are represented in low to medium 
frequencies, it does not mean that they are not significant and distinguishable as 
distinctive features of Indonesian English. Albeit not covered in this study, 
Percillier (2016b) still includes rare features such as the non-standard use of 
perfect which is represented by only 6 cases. This study also manages to explain 
the influence of substrate language, in this case the influence of Malay as 
Indonesia’s substrate language, as well as some SLA processes that take 
significant roles in defining the possible approach to handlers’ choice in 
performing non-standard morphosyntactic features. While some of the substrate 




these varieties all deriving from Malay, other expanding circle varieties such as 
Korean English (Rüdiger, 2019) and Cyprus English (Bongartz & Buschfeld, 
2011) are also substrate influenced, on top of other SLA processes for identifying 
non-standard features which cannot be attested in substrate languages.  
The fact that this study bases its framework on Percillier’s (2016b) work that 
utilizes spoken data proves that the non-standard features of Indonesian (learner) 
English found in spoken utterances can also be observed in written forms, albeit 
differences in frequency and the emerging elements of specific feature (for 
instance, relative pronoun deletion is attested in the aforementioned work, but not 
in the Twitter corpus). In the Korean English case, several non-standard features 
are also observed in a Facebook post of a Korean newspaper official page, such 
as missing plural marking and verb deletion (Rüdiger, 2019). This sets out an 
example that spoken features are also attested in written discourses, especially 
when the data is obtained from social networking services, which opens the door 
to the possibility of obtaining data from other modes of communication within 
various genres. Despite the urgency for a comparative study to compare the 
features of spoken and written Indonesian English, the findings in this study alone 
can assist in enriching the Indonesian English scholarship, which is still barren 
and underexamined.  
4.2.2 Implications on the Indonesian English variety 
The purpose of this study is to identify whether there are non-standard 
morphosyntactic and discourse features which help further re-examine the 
existence of an Indonesian English variety which significantly influences an 
Indonesian’s linguistic repertoire. As previous studies claiming the variety exists, 
or rather, an Indoglish variety exists, the definition of Indonesian English variety 




Bahasa Gado-Gado than it does to other non-native varieties of English within 
the perimeter of the Expanding circle countries, such as Korean English, 
Japanese English, and Chinese English. Linguistic features claimed to be those 
of Indoglish characteristics, such as the addition of Indonesian affixes to English 
bases (Oktavia, 2019; Saddhono & Sulaksono, 2018; Sedeng & Indrawati, 2019) 
and switching and mixing to English in word, phrase, and sentence levels 
(Inderasari & Oktavia, 2019; Saputra et al., 2019; Sedeng & Indrawati, 2019) are 
not attested in other non-native varieties of English, because they lead to word 
assimilation as well as code-mixing and code-switching strategy to a foreign 
language. These two features have been attested as parts of and Bahasa Gaul 
(Smith-Hefner, 2007) and Bahasa Gado-Gado (Martin-Anatias, 2018b, 2018a, 
2020), and are seen not as features of non-native varieties of English, but of 
code-switching and code-mixing strategies under the guise of informal 
languages. This further proves that Indoglish cannot be identified as a non-native 
variety of English but rather as developing code-mixing and/or code-switching 
strategies as new features keep on making appearances within Indonesians’ 
linguistic repertoire. For instance, additional affixes attached to English bases is a 
rather novel phenomenon and can be further investigated, especially on the issue 
of whether specific affixes, when attached to English bases, have undergone 
nasal sound changes or not (Fadillah, in press).  
What constitutes a non-native variety of English does not concern mixing or 
switching source language, Indonesian, to target language, English, but the use 
of English by the non-native speakers themselves. As native speakers build their 
language based on several distinctive features unique to the language, the 
variety of English spoken or used by non-native speakers also exhibit 
distinguishing features special to the variety itself. The differences are commonly 




and differences in the lexical, which is related to morphology and meaning (Aziz, 
2003). It is not to be misunderstood that the differences in non-native varieties of 
English with the native ones stray too far away from each other, but rather, the 
native varieties receive influence from the substrate and local languages where 
the non-native varieties are spoken (Lim & Gisborne, 2009). Diverse typologies, 
ecologies, and phases, all from the influence of local languages are what 
constitute the features to be distinct and unique compared to the native varieties, 
or the standard English as referred to in this study (Lim & Gisborne, 2009; 
Sharma, 2009). In many cases, varieties of the same substrate language also 
share similar features, as exhibited in Singapore English, Malaysian English, and 
Indonesian English, albeit the outer circle varieties tendency towards the 
standard English than the expanding ones (Percillier, 2016a, 2016b). And as the 
outer circle varieties also partake in sharing similar linguistic features, so do the 
expanding circle varieties, where several non-standard features are observed to 
be present in both Korean and Indonesian English, which is discussed in the 
following subchapter in a bit. 
As an emerging and not very well-known variety, this study is by no means 
claiming that the observed and analyzed features are the complete Indonesian 
English features, since the corpus used in this study is a self-composed one and 
still needs more input and improvements. However, it can give a glimpse of how 
the Indonesians use English in their written compositions, like what Percillier 
(2016b) does to the spoken ones, and the features that distinguish the variety 
from the standard English. Nor should the findings in this study be regarded as 
the general non-standard features since they only represent a small facet of 
contact situation, particularly the interaction within social networking sites. Given 
that this study fails to acknowledge each handler’s place of origin and current 




features attested in the Twitter corpus. Regardless, the main goal of this study is 
to clarify that an Indonesian English variety is indeed distinguishable compared to 
other informal varieties emerging in Indonesia, especially Indoglish. The fact that 
not only are the features observed in this study attested in varieties of the same 
substrate language, but also other expanding circle varieties, specifically Korean 
English, regulates the boundary of Indonesian English and Indoglish as a 
language variety. However, as flexible and dynamic as the features are, which 
are also heavily dependent on various contexts and modes of communication, 
the findings observed and analyzed in this study are always up to future changes. 
Because Indonesian English is still an emerging variety, it is in no way that the 
data provided here is regarded as permanent, but rather as a reference to future 
research in which the focuses interline with this study.  
In addition, it has to be kept in mind that examining these non-standard 
features using the viewpoint of error analysis is no longer recommended, and in 
turn, can be approached via World Englishes scholarship instead. Nor can this 
variety be analyzed from the perspective of a learner’s variety, as what has been 
done by Percillier (2016b) when comparing the English variety spoken by 
Indonesians with English spoken by Malaysians and Singaporeans, since there 
are several non-standard features attested in other expanding circles as well. 
What makes this study noteworthy is the fact that the paradigm surrounding the 
non-standard uses of English is always associated with the user’s failure in 
recognizing the standard English, when it can also be seen in the light of unique 
happenstances exclusive to that variety only, as what has been approached by 
the outer circle varieties.  
This study also wants to reify Lauder’s (2020, p. 613) argument pertaining to 
the observation of Indonesian English features, which instigates that such a 




English residing in Indonesia to help shaping the “standardized” version of 
Indonesian English. In reality, however, at least from what has been empirically 
attested, a “standard” expanding circle variety will not take form. There are 
several factors that can help explain why a “standard” variety spoken in an 
expanding circle country is not a practical approach to the emerging linguistic 
phenomenon. One, English is only regarded as a foreign language in Indonesia, 
and this stance will remain stagnant as historically Indonesia has no post-colonial 
influence from English. It also means that English is not going to become 
Indonesia’s second language unlike the language system in the neighboring 
countries, Malaysia and Singapore. Two, English has limited uses in Indonesia, 
and most of them concern education, business, travel, and technology. However, 
from the emerging colloquial varieties such as Bahasa Gaul and Bahasa Gado-
gado which are also influenced by English to some extents have proven that 
English has touched the realm of informal communication via the social 
networking services. Lastly, the expanding circle varieties have been prejudiced 
and set aside as illegitimate forms of a language, which lead to the use of 
standard English as the benchmark in both informal and formal contexts for 
years, especially in the realm of language testing. With these factors, it is 
obviously “difficult to envision” such a variety. However, if the focus is shifted on 
the influence of substrate language and various SLA processes, it helps with the 
analysis of the use of English by Indonesians in public spaces instead. 
Regarding the Twitter corpus, which is still pretty much underdeveloped and 
unannotated, it can still be extended and improved by crawling and scraping 
more data either from Twitter or from other social media sites. Should there be 
inputs from other sites, the Twitter corpus will not be referred to as how it is now, 
but with a term that covers all of the instances of English by Indonesians all over 




has been no such corpus in Indonesia before. This claim by no means 
undermines the C-SMILE corpus, but since the genre between C-SMILE and this 
corpus is different, then it is safe to say that this corpus is the first informal corpus 
of the use of written English by Indonesians. It is also possible to find other non-
standard features that this study has not yet discovered, or to expand them to 
include other elements in which this study fails to observe.  
The fact that this corpus is composed of written materials also enriches the 
findings of non-standard features of Indonesian English and expand the 
possibility of extending the corpus’ coverage to include other genres as well, and 
not only limited to English used in social media. Percillier (2016b) himself used 
spoken materials to observe the non-standard features, which makes this project 
an extension of what Percillier (2016b) has done. Although written materials are 
not exactly the best representation of natural languages, data from written 
discourses in this study are more or less observed to show similarities with data 
obtained from spoken materials in Percillier’s (2016b) study. When researchers 
may find it difficult to obtain spoken data, utilizing corpus from written materials 
can be a substantial alternative, especially in the case where a certain language 
variety has yet to have its own corpus. Since there have been lesser pieces of 
corpus linguistic research in Indonesia, utilizing this corpus or contributing to it 
help other researchers investigate various linguistic phenomenon using a more 













This chapter features the concluding remarks reiterating the objections that 
this study wants to achieve by means of evaluating, presenting, and then 
analyzing the data to obtain satisfactory explanations. Suggestions are also 
provided to pinpoint areas in which this study needs improvement from future 
pieces of research, as well as how this study can be as a helpful reference by 
means of the findings observed or the methods used.   
5.1 Conclusions 
From what have been elaborately evaluated in the previous chapter by 
answering the research questions proposed in the introduction chapter, this part 
serves as the final remarks which concludes the whole investigation. To reiterate, 
the objectives of this study is (i) to clarify what an Indonesian English variety is, 
(ii) to evaluate and analyze the morphosyntactic and discourse features of 
Indonesian English in a written corpus, and (iii) to present a preliminary 
speculation surrounding Indonesian English as an emerging variety drawn from 
the obtained data. To address these issues, a self-built, small-sized corpus is 
developed by gathering together Tweets from 12 Indonesian handlers whose 
proficiency level of English range between intermediate to advance as instances 
of informal language since gathering spoken utterances is deemed impractical to 
conduct. This study also takes into account several fundamental studies such as 
the ones conducted by Percillier (2016b), Rüdiger (2019), and Sneddon (2010) 




The question is answered through a thorough inspection of the Twitter 
corpus, which yields three main features: non-standard morphological features, 
non-standard syntactic features, and lastly, the appearances of discourse 
features. In the morphological features, non-standard plural marking, tense 
marking, as well as unexpected word choice and verb forms are attested; 
syntactic features cover unexpected word choice and deletion strategies, which 
include subject, verb, object, preposition, possessive pronouns, demonstratives, 
and articles. This study also observes several discourse particles and cases of 
code-switching/code-mixing strategies to Indonesian, which are fairly different 
from Indoglish in which both the switching and mixing are appointed towards 
English. Owing to the small size of the corpus in comparison with the ones used 
in previous studies, these features occur in low to medium frequencies, where 
most features are represented in less than 10 cases, as in missing present 
marking, unexpected word class and verb form strategies, and unexpected word 
choices. However, it does not mean that the features are not distinguishable from 
the standard ones, but their pervasiveness needs to be revisited using a larger 
set of data compared to the one utilized in this study. 
As for the factors influencing the emergence of these features, substrate 
language and several SLA processes take significant roles in identifying the 
origin of these features. It is such a wasteful opportunity that extra-linguistic 
factors are not observed in this study since they can provide useful materials to 
expand the significance of Indonesian English as a non-native variety of English 
within the field of World Englishes.  
Along with the findings of non-standard features of Indonesian English, this 
study is also concerned with the clear definition of Indonesian English as a non-
native variety of English and not a typical code-switching/code-mixing strategy. 




reveals itself to be an Indonesian English variety, albeit the data presented in the 
Indoglish studies identical to that of Bahasa Gado-gado and Bahasa Gaul. 
Chapter 2 thoroughly discusses this issue which is re-evaluated in the discussion 
part in Chapter 4 considering the findings of non-standard features analyzed 
within that chapter. The consensus is reached with the realization that Indoglish 
is not in any way an Indonesian English variety, considering the data presented 
does not match the findings of this study nor the other expanding circle varieties. 
Being an emerging and developing non-native variety of English, Indonesian 
English focuses on the use of English by Indonesians, whereas Indoglish, 
Bahasa Gado-gado, and Bahasa Gaul are grouped in the code-switching/code-
mixing strategy.  
As imperfect as a preliminary study can be, this study hopes to complement 
Percillier’s (2016b) work by means of the data obtained; Percillier (2016b) uses 
spoken utterances while this study utilizes written forms. Most features attested 
in Percillier’s (2016b) study are also exhibited in the Twitter corpus, albeit 
differences in frequencies and affected elements. It can be an interesting 
approach to compare the features attested in spoken utterances with the ones in 
written compositions, a recommended research initiative which can be used in 
order to enrich the Indonesian English scholarship.  
Considering the fact that the Twitter corpus is still underdeveloped, the data 
presented in this study is by no means permanent and is always up to alteration 
whenever necessary. Therefore, generalizing these features to be fixed 
characteristics of Indonesian English is still somewhat premature since the data 
only represents specific demographic groups and genre (Rüdiger, 2019). It will be 
a fascinating sight to see those Indonesian English features being investigated 
using different method of data collection, methods of data analysis, as well as 




Lastly, this study also wants to highlight that a “standardized” Indonesian 
English is more likely to be “non-standard” instead, since its use prevails distinct 
and distinguishable features from the ones performed in standard English. As 
influences of L1 is also taken into account, there is no way a standard Indonesian 
English is able to exist with only relying on the presence of native speakers to 
instigate its occurrence (Lauder, 2020). Many factors, especially concerning the 
prejudice surrounding the non-native variety of English, contribute to the absence 
of the so-called “standard” Indonesian English variety. On the other hand, should 
the focus be geared towards the influence of substrate language and SLA 
processes, the Indonesian English variety can be expanded further without 
having to force it to be a “standard” variety. 
5.2 Suggestions 
There are several points that this study finds to be worthy of future 
investigations: 
- The problem with the corpus, while being the only corpus focusing on the 
use of informal English by Indonesians, is the size. Whereas it may be 
enough for this study, the corpus needs to be further developed with more 
inputs from Twitter and other social media sites and, if possible, gets 
annotated to ease researchers when using it; 
- The researcher suggests that the demographic information should be 
complemented with research participants’ place of origin or current 
residence to characterize and pinpoint the regularities in the non-standard 
features. The information on their residence is also important to 
characterize what influences their codemixing/codeswitching strategy, 




greatly impact their choice in adopting certain signs from and to particular 
local languages, not only Indonesian.  
- Because this study only covers a small contact situation where the 
interaction is limited to a particular social networking site, Twitter, the 
findings in this study cannot be generalized. It is highly suggested that 
future researchers can observe Indonesian English in various facets or 
contexts to further generalize these features and prove their acceptability 
in the society. After all, with an adequate number of data, researchers can 
pinpoint the pervasiveness of these non-standard features within an 
Indonesian’s repertoire; 
- Extra-linguistic factors are essential aspects when one wants to 
investigate Indonesian English using the Extra and Intra-territorial Forces 
(EIF), an integrated approach that this study fails to observe; 
- To take things further, Rüdiger (2019) customizes a Korean English 
Feature Pool to illustrate the process of the “old and new” features of 
Korean English and observe whether there are features that get stabilized 
by frequent use or get dropped out instead. While this study has not yet 
customized one for an Indonesian English variety, future researchers can 
take up on the challenge and apply it to their research.   
These issues are not the only aspects that can be further developed from this 
study, but they show urgencies in ways that will support the development of 
Indonesian English as a non-native variety of English. By investigating these 
issues, not only are researchers able to pinpoint in what phase Indonesian 
English belongs to following the EIF approach, but also disseminate the notion of 
Indonesian English along with its distinguishing features to the Indonesian 




investigations to explain these distinguishing features,“… the ‘benchmark’ (or 
even the ‘trademark’) of Indo-English is its differences in the way people, i.e., 
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Appendix  1 Code-mixing and code-switching strategies in the Twitter corpus 
Word Sentence Handler Type 
dan 
I’m not doing anything extreme but constant 
cardio dan healthier food. And oh, no more 
excessive sugar intake. 4_oli CM 
 
Akhir2 ini kepikiran ibu dan sadar she’s so fit 
and she’s been really putting time and effort 
being fit since I was a little girl her only 
health issue is one sore knee from too much 
nginjek kopling and I feel I need to do it Like 
Her as well 12_jus CM 
ini ini real story 6_qwo CM 
 Report tweet ini please 3_lov CM 
yang 
shoutout to my PT dadakan and many other 
friends yang aku tanya-tanya.  4_oli CM 
mau 
imagine having a partner who went ‘LinK 
PeMerSaTu BanGsA’ back in Oct, who read 
the news today, then agreed with GA’s 
conviction. The cherry on top would be they 
proceeded to spout ‘mAkAnYa jgN mAu 
diReKaM’ misogynistic nonsenses. 12_jus CM 
 
Can we switch mazhab like we change 
clothes tho, mau ikut Mazhab Maliki pls 11_cil CS 
 
I cant feel my nose but at the same time its 
parts especially the sinus are throbbing 
seperti 100sian100da100 mau perang 12_jus CM 
tapi 
Classical piano, dance, indie something 
100sian100da ANIME such personality 10_aud CM 
dari 
Dari catw0manizer kita belajar if you are pro 
girlboss or dreaming to be one please do not 
interact 12_jus CM 
alias 
Here we go again in cismen are trash 
discourse alias basi, mambu 12_jus CM 
 Sek edu alias the art of procrastinating 10_aud CM 
atau 
I know something is off when my poo is dark 
and hard, atau terlalu encer 11_cil CM 
cerita 
Waking up to my husband watching 
SELURUH ALUR CERITA ATTACK ON 
TITAN LENGKAP SEASON 1,2,3 12_jus CM 
 It’s called “cerita rakyat” for a reason 11_cil CM 
cukstaw 
Wow I searched cukstaw and it’s still being 
used lol I thought it died in 2012ish 12_jus CM 
 
Wesbiyasah, cukstaw is the OG biasalah in 
my dictionary. 12_jus CM 
jadi 
Dahla monmaap jadi nyampah it’s not 




mending this screams “lah lu mending, lah gua???” 6_qwo CM 
 The only ‘mending rakit pc’ that matters  10_aud CM 
mbak 
mbak-mbak resepsionis was being an angel 
for recommending me the best schedule to 
hit this place so I’ll have it all by myself 4_oli CM 
udah Udah 2021 go get a life brooo 5_rac CM 
atasan 
If evil why designed so fine @ mahito. His 
atasan kelelawar is cute. 12_jus CM 
ayo 
Ayo send me anyone y’all know my number 
r8 9_ivo CM 
babu oh another ngayal babu night 6_qwo CM 
bang 
(abang) 
happy wedding bang @YBRAP & ci 
@_Wendywalters !! 5_rac CM 
beli I beli you 5_rac CM 
bener 
duh cakep bener nih not followed by anyone 
you’re following 6_qwo CM 
beragama Tag yourself I’m Gadis manis taat beragama 11_lil CM 
dasar 
what if we kissed on the karpet lipat 
pokemon dasar ungu muda Best Quality 1_skl CM 
dibales I love you dibales I know 6_qwo CM 
dipendem dipendem until everything goes wrong 6_qwo CM 
es So thirsty I dreamt about drinking es jeruk 11_lil CM 
ganteng 
You have no idea how many times I fucking 
say “COK GANTENG” during the whole 
episodes. 9_ivo CM 
gelandangan 
street manners street manners ok 
gelandangan?? 6_qwo CM 
goreng TEMPE GORENG SUPREMACY 6_qwo CM 
jengkol 
My (25f) husband (24) is a jengkol enjoyer. 
How do I proceed from here? 12_jus CM 
ka (kak) 
HHAAAA rest in peace ka marco  I will never 
forget your kindness and wittiness and how 
tasty your cookies are!! God bless you  
@Marcillest42069 6_qwo CM 
kepada Love language kepada Allah  11_lil CM 
kondusif It’ll be ok It’ll be kondusif 9_ivo CM 
korektif 
WTF IS PEMERKOSAAN 
KOREKTIF?????????? 11_cil CM 
pemred 
my pemred just sent me this picture. So 
pretty. Go get yours too, pre-order SORGE 
on 1st of March. 4_oli CM 
radikal 
 ‘Feminazi! Radikal! You’re the reason why 
this movement is hated!’ 12_jus CM 
sambel enough sambel for today 6_qwo CM 
sempoa I’m the sempoa and swimming 101sian kid 11_lil CM 
terpesona 
these terpesona things are so satisfying to 





Wesbiyasah, cukstaw is the OG biasalah in 
my dictionary. 12_jus CM 
 
 
Appendix  2 Non-standard plural markings in the Twitter corpus 
Handler Word Sentence Strategy Type 
3_lov issue This is why I have trust issue 
missing 
marking implicit 




still couldn't believe that i was able 
to do one podcast, one webinar, two 
IG live, called two people, and had 
another 5 hours talk in a day. where 




by the age of 20 i've learned that 
turning off notifications is one of the 




You have no idea how many times I 
fucking say "COK GANTENG" 





I REALLY love it when my friends 
send me cute animals pics/video 
randomly just because it reminds 
them of me. I really appreciate it. 




imagine having a partner who went 
'LinK PeMerSaTu BanGsA' back in 
Oct, who read the news today, then 
agreed with GA's conviction. the 
cherry on top would be they 
proceeded to spout 'mAkAnYa jgN 






Mute and block button exist for a 




I love how other Trumps family 
members reaction are gloomy when 
Donald leaving while Melania 
standing there genuinely smiling and 
ready to get the bag and leave 
missing 
marking implicit 
10_aud preacher  
The sole reason it's hard for you to 
grow might be: you accidentally 








The sole reason it's hard for you to 
grow might be: you accidentally 






Appendix  3 Non-standard past markings in the Twitter corpus 
Handler Sentence Strategy 
2_mnk 
Watching the sf nyxl scrim and im sad i don’t 
see Moth on Lucio missing marking 
4_oli 
back then in elementary school some of my 
friends were taking kumon for the sake of 
making their parents proud. they didn't like it 
and i love math so much, so i volunteered to 
do their weekly homework. i didn't know that 
was wrong but that such a win-win solution for 
us. co-occuring verbs 
5_rac Did I heal or am I just distracted.. co-occuring verbs 
 I wish life treat us better missing marking 
6_qwo 
i was hurt and still am, i didn’t expect the 
people that i love would put me in a such 
situation that drowns me so deep that i can’t 
move anywhere because it wouldn’t make any 
difference, i’d still ended up drowning whether 
i’m trying to go up, right, left, it’s already too 
dark co-occuring verbs 
 
it must be draining when they realized they’re 
not really into the girl, then proceed to neglect 
the girl like it’s nothing co-occuring verbs 
11_lil 
Memories that were so sweet now leave a 
bitter taste in the back of your throat, honey 
that tasted delicious but you ate too much and 
even a drop leaves you wretching. Good in 
small doses, but you drank the whole vial. co-occuring verbs 
9_ivo He says it again in a rap. missing marking 
 
You have no idea how many times I fucking 
say "COK GANTENG" during the whole 





When she tried to speak calmly when she’s 
thanking him... and SCREECHED AS SOON 
AS HE TURNS AWAY... I felt that missing marking 
 
We just found out that when we timelapsed our 
swimming video we look like Mole in the Hole co-occuring verbs 
 
I was this close into SCREAMING but then I 
remember my bedroom smells so fucking good 
hehe co-occuring verbs 
 
 
Appendix  4 Subject deletion in the Twitter corpus 
Handler 
Subject  
Noun Phrase Personal Pronouns 
1_skl   
can't believe i was insecure about having 
ass and thick thighs as a teen damn 
    
always baffles me when office buildings 
have names like "The Tower" like okay but 
which tower bitch 
    
wish i could experience reading this tweet 
for the first time again 
    
love seeing "Tweet is unavailable" when my 
mutuals QRT terrible takes on this website 
    
also i should've watched my chemical 
romance in japan last year but guess that's 
not happening anytime soon 
    
never cease to amaze me how people still 
have the nerve to copy and plagiarize other 
people's works in a world where the a simple 
google image search could expose their ass 
    
didn't know they're selling Vroom Vroom by 
Charli XCX in my nearby supermarket! 
    
just found out "SK8" is an anime the whole 
time my tl mentions it i thought y'all took up 
skateboarding at the same time what the 
fuck 
    
just bought 4 new workout outfits can't wait 




    
i believe i was also heavily on meds and 
barely several months into therapy in the 
first picture guess i made it 
2_mnk   
Had this debate with akramsays and 
honestly a very solid defense from my kin 
    LOOKS SICK 
4_oli   
Day 6 of my journey to insure good health. 
gotta start my Saturday with another 
exercise. 
    
i think the main reason of why most of the 
times i'm always calm and never got mad or 
upset is because i have my own outlet: 
writing and running (literally, not running 
away from the problems). helps me a lot. 
    
still couldn't believe that i was able to do one 
podcast, one webinar, two IG live, called two 
people, and had another 5 hours talk in a 
day. where did this energy come from. 
    
thanks for the testimonial, should've put this 
skill into my CV and LinkedIn 
5_rac   miss u miss u 
    Just found out Velove is a pisces 
7_nov 
your 3rd will be your 
Valentine 
just ran my fingers up and down my own 
back..... it’s lonely out here 
    thinking of Will and Hannibal again 
    just heard music. i’m different now :) 
    
thinking about the gf i don’t have.......... love 
you baby 
    
talking to myself again as scheduled. love 
what I have to say btw 
    
glad i was watching Fleabag instead of 
Liverpool 
11_lil   
Hope you all enjoy some chocolates and 
maybe some flowers with your love whether 
your love is another or yourself. 
    Got myself a new glasses. 
    
Me *seeing someone’s arm veins* hey I 
study medicine and I am impressed by your 




9_ivo   Can't seem to fit in 
    
Should've slept but I was busy fangirling 
over every character in Run On and all the 
music in it 
10_aud   
cannot wait to see these scenes animated 
around 3 weeks ahead <girl power> 
11_cil   
Damn that looks pretty bad, hope he’s really 
ok 
12_jus   
have a satosugu brainrot but it's so 
embarrassing to say out loud I'll just tweet 
vaguely to hold myself accountable 
    
till thinking about that reddit post that says 
OP (17f) wants to go to college but she has 
to take care of her 9 siblings while her single 
mother works very hard to provide them. 
The mother opposes her idea because she 
needs her help and of course reddit go like: 
    
Just got the news that an uncle passed 
away and his entire family including his 
sister, my cousin, and a 1-year old baby are 








1_skl   
man i was 2 minutes into Coming to 
America and realized Eddie Murphy 
was speaking japanese because the 
default netflix audio in this damn house 
is set to japanese  weebs running shit 
in this household once again 
2_mnk 
Me every time 
tortillaburrito ‘s android 
alarm   
6_qwo   
how it feels like to lose your 150+ drafts 
for the umpteenth time??? i’m losing 
my will to tweet again and i’m raging 
inside 
    why it gets funnier everytime i look at it 




    
I’m selling my maid costume because 
it’s too big for me (size L). If anyone 
interested, let me know. 
    
Anyone care to explain? We totally 
have no idea. 
9_ivo   
While y'all saying "there is obviously no 
survivor", the family of the passengers 
are wishing for a little miracle that they 
can at least see their loved ones, 
desperately. 
10_aud   
The perfect song is framed with silence, 
it speaks of places never seen 
    
There is a reason why net neutrality 
called net neutrality 
12_jus   
If evil why designed so fine @ mahito. 
His atasan kelelawar is cute. 
    
how and why i only interact with virgo 
suns. both irl and url. on daily basis. 
 
 




2_mnk My cause of death here   
  
Don’t watch this vid its accurate 
spoiler for anime only   
3_lov   How far they go 
7_nov why my phone so dry   
11_lil 
I love how other Trumps family 
members reaction are gloomy when 
Donald leaving while Melania 
standing there genuinely smiling 
and ready to get the bag and leave   
12_jus dead to me season 3 when   
  
TLoK S2 recap: Bolin harassed an 
actress, Mako two timing bastard, 
Why tf Asami still hangs out with 
team avatar when she’s severely 
unappreciated, they rendered Lin as 
a condescending superior tf did u 
make her care abt her subordinates 







Appendix  7 Preposition, demonstratives, and articles deletion in the Twitter corpus 
Handler Preposition Demonstratives Articles 
2_mnk 
  
Random poll!  Which 
is fun for you?   
3_lov 
    
I hate the feeling of exciting 
about something, and then 
bunch of people ruin it 
  
    
And it’s my duty to offer the 
book on editorial table 
4_oli 
    
i'm almost dead (literally) but 
so grateful to be part of this 
amazing community because 
life is about continuously 
being hungry. more things to 
learn, more things to achieve. 
  
    
the human mind is so limited 
it can only make arbitrary 
heaven 
  
    
my <currentread> is sooo 
good. sekali duduk nggak 
kerasa udah mau selesai aja. 
i got this one from 
@bukuakik, thank u for 
always providing best 
collection. 
  
    
my gym is playing Olivia 
Rodrigo's Driver License out 
of blue lmao i want to scream 
in frustration 
  
    
i didnt like what i saw in the 
mirror most of the times but 
not anymore. thanks to 
never-ending jogja rain (can't 
do my evening run) i'm 
officially a member of this 
gym now 
5_rac 
    
Let's send our prayers to all 
crews, pilot, passengers and 
their families.  <SJ182> 
6_qwo 
    
worst, a lot of pain and ache 
and tears 
7_nov “i’m free feb 14th” yeah 
u build walls and push 
people away   
i will either not talk at all or lie 
all the time in clubhouse 
room there is no in between 
10_aud 
    
Classical piano, dance, indie 





12_jus still thinking about that 
reddit post that says 
OP (17f) wants to go to 
college but she has to 
take care of her 9 
siblings while her single 
mother works very hard 
to provide them. The 
mother opposes her 
idea because she 
needs her help and of 
course reddit go like: 
I cant feel my nose 
but at the same time 
its parts especially 
the sinus are 
throbbing seperti 
genderang mau 
perang 
  
 
